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REPORT ON THE PROGRESS OF THE DNR REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED
" CRANDON MiNE & OTHER MIN!NG—RELATED ISSUES S

Department of Naiurai Rasources
Box 7921 Madtson ‘WI-- 53707
December 1997

tntmduchon ‘We begln this progress report with a focus on new |tems of interest, d;sc;uss
various areas of progress in our-review, and then provide more basic information relating to
the proposed pro;ect and the setting of water quality standards and efﬂaent limits.

it has bee;a almost four years smce the aompany ﬁled Its ﬁrst docurnents and we started- our

reguiato:y revnew of its mining proposal. Since our prevmus status repcrt last spring, the

's staff and consultants have continued to review the Environmental Impact’ Report

techmcal sup_p documenis ‘and other data’ prowded by the Crandon -

B _Mznmg;_Compaay “We are also. prep ag our draft: Envnronmental impact Statement: on the

- proposed mine.. As expeoted progress is° siow in some ‘areas.” We want to'be certain to

compieiely evaluate’ the technical studues prov:ded to us and consader all of the possible -
enwronmentaif:mpacts and alternatives should the pro;ect be pefmrtzed and built. The final
written decision on the mining permit will hkely tai(e two years or longer, and will be based on-
the record developed during the 5na| heanng proc:ess (We wuil dzscuss the f' nal heanng '
ptocess in detailin a future report ) '

Ruies Changes. in July 1996, the Depariment received a petition from a group of state
o ieg;siators requesti _g:-_that certain ; "_.;sn:ms be made to. the state's _mmg reguiaiauns The -
= -petﬂ;on requested that rules be- adopted to requzre mining permzt holders fo carry adequate
insurance to fund appmpnaie remedial’ ‘measures in the event that the mining ‘operation -
caused environmental contammatmn and also to evaluate the ‘manner in which groundwater
quabty is reguiated at mining sites. “There has aiso been slgn;f cant public opinion that mining
facilities are reguiated dafferentiy than other mdustnal or solid waste facilities. The: Department :
evaiaated the two ieguslatwe recommendations, drafted rule revisions, and held five pubi:c
hea ngs io recewe pubhc comment ozz the pfoposeé rews:ons R SHEEER

As a consequence two mles manges have been adopted by the Natura§ Rescurces Board
Changes to Ch. ‘NR 132 establsshmg a dedicated irrevocablé trust fund were adopted in’
September. Changes o Ch. NR 182 pertaining to regulation of groundwater: qualrty at: mmmg
sites were adopted at the December Natural Resources Board meeting.- L

The changes to NR 132 will require mining compames to establish a dedicated irrevocable
trust fund to be used for ankapated reguiar preventive maintenance or remedial actions in the
event 01‘ anfcreseen circumstances. * This fund would. guarantee the availability 'of money for
such purposes in the event ihat ihe resp{mszble ‘mining company becomes financially insolvent
or is unwilling to take the necessary action. “The trust fund amount will be set ‘during the
Master Hearing. Only the DNR will have access to the fund for the aforementioned purposes,




The NR 182 revisiohs impose the groundwater quality provisions of Ch. NR 140 to mining . - -
sites. Some of the more stringent requirements of existing NR 182, such as predictive

groundwater modeling, required investigation of : ny change in water quality, and preparation
of a.contingency pian, have been retained. The Design Management Zone for mines and
mine waste sites is set at 1200 feet, and a boundary of 150 feet called the Mandatory

intervention Boundary will also apply. If groundwater standards are violated at the 150 foot
boundary, the operator must take action to ensure that the standards will be met at the Design
Management Zone. The rule requires that monitoring weils be located along and within this
boundary. The Department believes that this rule incorporates the strictest aspects of both

NR 182 and NR 140. .

Local Agreements: In order for the project to be approved, it needs permission from those
local govemments which have zoning or land use authority over the project. A local

~ agreement is a process by which a mining company negotiates with a municipality in order to

secure zoning approvals for the company and financial or other concessions for the locality. -

For this project there are a number of entities that are eligible to enter into local agreements,

" including the Towns of Lincoln and Nashville in Forest County, the City of Crandon, and

Forest and possibly Oneida Counties. At this writing, al of the entities except Oneida County”

have signed local agreements. Al of the agreements sectire local permit approval for the
company. Many include monetary payments from the mining company {0 the community.
Other concessions from CMC include a guarantee of property values for residents around
Ground Hemlock Lake and an agreement to take on local governments' responsibilityto =
provide interim drinking water in case of well drawdown or quality less.

" Environmental Disaster: When people ask us about mining and its potential. Sy

environmental impacts, they often make comparisons between the proposed Crandon project

and the Summitvilie Mine in Colorado..- The Summitville mine; permitted in 1986, is a classic .
case of an environmental disaster. .Not-only is there severe acid rock drainage impacting.-
surface waters with resultant fish kills, but the environmental problems were compounded after.

the mining company declared bankruptcy in 1992 to avoid financial liability and responsibility.

Now, because of Summitville's Superfund status, millions of federal dollars are being spent o
avoid further serious environmental impacts from this abandoned project. "if it could happen
in Colorado in the 1990s,” concerned citizens ask, "couidn't it also happen.in Wisconsin?’ So.
we decided to look more closely into the sequence of events leading to permitting at
Summitville to understand why such a disaster occurred. Here is a summary of the .. . -

Summitville experience: - o o

« . Summitville was a gold mine, using a cyanide heap-leach type of processing;. .

. . There was no environmental impact statement on the proposed mining plan; . .
. . The permitted construction.and operation pians were violated while being implemented,
_ . and major budget cuts prevented proper regular inspections by state regulatory staff,
. Construction of the lined heap leach pad took place during freezing and snowy

. conditions resulting in serious quality control problems; - .- . o



. _ As a resuit of xnadequaieiy szzed retentmn faczhtaes the facility- actualiy d;rected runoff:
“into the abandoned m _workmgs present"at the srte from earher mm;ng operaizons

exacerbatmg ‘acid dramage EEARER PR ; . s

'_State 'bondzng reqwremems

. --.'The s:te 15 in‘an 'area of hlstonc mining act:v:ty Waste rock dumps and mine wamngs"g
_were present from mming actmtles in the !ate 189€}s and eady 19005 ?hese aiong

-

Whai"'habpeﬁéd :n--S;iririm;t’iviiié "Coiéféﬁa?_s-':'mimn'gktei'a't E'gmiai:;{»ns have been strengi'hened :
:smce the approval the Summzt_wlie mine.- '

Here aré"a-few references 1f you smsh to read further o

: Blgeiow Robert C & Geaffrey B Plumlee 1995 "The Summtwlle Mme and its Downstream Effects r '_ S
E “An on-line update of Open File Report 95-23. ' U.S. Geeiog;cai Suwey Internet Add!ess
http Mveﬁas er. usgs gav/summtt webfsumm:t html 1{3 pp o _ :

Damelsan, Luke & Ai:ce McNamara ?994 _"The:=z Summtwlle Saga Ciementme (W‘ inter 1994) 7—-9

Posey, Harry H JamesA Pend%eton & btrk'Van Zyi (eds} 1995 "Proceedmgs Summ!twlle Fcrum :
'95 cmorado Geologmal Survey Speclal Pubﬁcatmn 38 Demrer CO 375 pp &

V. V. xmg, Trude {ed.). 1995 "Env:ronmental C rations cf Acizve and Abandaned Mma Lancfs
_ Lessuns from Summtiv;iie Coloradc %J S Geobglcal Survey Buiietln 2220 Dezwer CO

Surfa__ae Water Miﬁgatmn Pian‘ The aepartment may not issue an: ap;:rovai z:nder 8.

281, 17{3), Wis. Siats if the w:thdrawal of ‘groundwater for prospectlng or mining’ parposes or-
the dewatering of mines will resuft'in the Gnreascnable detriment of public-or private water
supplies or the unreasonable detriment of public rights in the waters of the state.




Department staff are in the process of defining the range of public rights in-all waters that
could potentially be affected by the groundwater drawdown resuiting from pumping out the
underground mine. These rights include navigation, enjoyment of natural scenic beauty,
healthful water quality; swimming, fishing, ricing; and others. 'As part of this process, the
Department will determine a surface water elevation (for lakes) or a stream flow (for streams)
necessary to protect the: public rights (called a "public rights stage”). Water levels or flows will
vary with natural seasonal fluctuations.. Once the Department completes its determination of
how: groundwater-and stream. flows could be affected by the mine, it will compare the .
projected impact to each of the potentially affected lakes and streams with the identified public
rights stages. = &.x = Fon i e e e i PRI

If the groundwater drawdown from the mine causes public. rights to-surface waters to be

violated, the company is required to mitigate those waters by replacing water removed by
‘pumping: ‘Mitigation water could come from groundwater intercepted before it seeps into the

- Fine, of from mine water that would be reated o remove contaminants, and then pumped to
water levels and flows would be required so that the '

surface waters. -Frequent monitoring. of

" need for mitigation water can be predicted in advance. Department staff has urged the.

 Crandon Mining Company to use as much groundwater and treated mine inflow water as

* possible, thereby reducing the amount of water that would need to be discharged to the
Wisconsin River. S : S TR T

The public rights stages, mitigation water sources, and.other details are contained inadraft
surface water mitigation:plan the mining company. has recently submitted. - The pian cannot be
finalized or approved until the Department finishes its review of the groundwater flow model. ..
Details of the plan, along with the impacts of its implementation, will be released in our draft.

environmental impact staternent. If the:mine de-w: tering would reduce the stream fiow . .

anywhere in the Wolf River basin below.the public rights stage, then the mining company .

wouid be required to add enough clean water (probably 10 affected Wolf River trbutaries) to.

* ' replace the water that it removed..

We anticipate there will be technical meetings with the compaay before our _Zfé\kie'w' is
: -ccmple_te}._:-=-Aay..techriica{ meetings will be-announced on-our hotline phone message (608) . -

Wisconsin DNR Metallic Mining Web Site is Operational: information about
metallic mining regulation in Wisconsin, including DNR review of the proposed Crandon mine,
is now available on the World Wide Web. This Web site is intended to help promote greater- '
public understanding of how metallic mining is regulated in Wisconsin, and how the DNR is
progressing in: its review of current mining proposals. ... . ... oo e

From the introductory page {http:liwww.dnf.s_tate.wi.us!org/esisciencelmihing) users can select
information on how metallic mining is regulated in Wisconsin, and on the ongoing DNR review

of the proposed Crandon mine. It aiso provides links to the U.S. EPA and U.S. Amy Corps of
Engineers Web sites pertaining 1o review of the proposed Crandon mine. Among the specific

items. available at this site (mainly in the form of portable document format files, or pdfs) are:



. a series of mining mformat;on sheets: that delve in detail into the topic of metallic

mining;
. state: statutes and lmks to admlmstrat;ve mies pertammg to the regulatlen of metaliic ..
Clrrining; : _ :

. an update on the status of the DNR rewew of !he propased Crandon m:ne -
o oo publie: mmments and questmns voiced:at pubilc meetmgs heid at seven srtes acrass

« northeastern-and north central Wisconsin; e R T
e :oemment and: fev;ew ieﬁers by pubixc agency staff exammsng the Cranden mme

«proposal; and i

. a summary-of: ihe envnmnmental ;mpac:t report that was subm;tied by the Crandon

"-.Mmmg Company, and whmh is: under rewew by the Eﬁa TR

Gronndwater Modelmg Updaie Thts fali we provxded :he Crandon M;nmg Company
with what we’ ‘expect to be our final comments on the groundwater flow model. The purposas '
of the flow model are to heip us understand the direction and rate of groundwater movement.
and the mteractaon beiween gmandwater ‘and the surface waters from lakes, ‘streams; _
weﬁands and spnngs ‘When we have completed Dﬁl‘ veaﬁcataon af the model mputs ‘we w;;l s
use ri to heip evalﬁate the falbw;ng quastuons e e s SN O

. How much water would fiow mto the underground m:ne? Lo

. What will be the extent of the groundwater drawdown?
. “How will the drawdown affec:t water wells and surface waters? -

By Chnstmas ‘we. shouid recewe most of the charages to the mcctel that we requestad We

~will then' venfy that the model inputs were’ ‘changed and contmue to run: it on our computers.

“When we are certain that the’ model is'an accurate representatuoa of the: natural. gmundwater
L :system m the area-lofi_ihe mme we wsi! _use it o'heip evalaate impacts as shown above

The ﬁaw model has a seccad major use besndes he!p;ng pred:ct ﬂrawdewn lmpacts 1t w&ll
also'be used as the foundation for the solute (or'contaminant) transport model. This model
will help us’ -evaluate water quality impacts fo area gmundwaier and surface water from the
‘abandoned mine and the tailings management area. The solute iranspcrt ‘model uses the rate
and ‘direction of graundwater movement along with the additions to grﬂundwater from rain and
Snow’ melt to: help evaluate the 1mpacis of ceﬁtaminants in:the: groundwater. : The Department,
with the assistance of U.S: Geo§ogmal Survey: and Wisconsin Geologxcal & Natural History
Survey staff, has aiready started review of the solute transport model. - ‘We anticipate there
will be technical meetings with the campany before our rev;ew is camp!ete these wﬂl be
announced on our hotline phone message (698) 267-7534. : Satie

Setting Surface Water Quailty Standards and Efﬂuent Limrts Water quamy
concerns are foremost on the minds of many who are concemed about the safety of mining.
Many people want to know how DNR determines when surface waters (lakes and streams)
are clean and healthful, and how we set limits on poiiutant levels in wastewater discharged fo :
our lakes and streams. These procedures apply to all municipal ‘and industrial discharges in-
the state and are not unique {o mining.




What are Water Quality Standards and Effiuent Limits? -

Water quality standards are a set of maximum allowable limits of pollutants-in lakes or .
streams, as measured by their concentration in the water of a lake or stream. Concentrations
are generally expressed as micrograms of pollutant per liter of water (abbreviated as pg/l.,
with one g/l aiso being roughly equivalent to one part per billion.): Extremely small amounts
of mercury are measured in nanograms per liter (ng/L; or parts per trillion). The surface water
quality standards for the State of Wisconsin are described in:Chapters NR 102 through NR
105 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code (Wis. Adm. Code). These administrative codes
contain specific numerical water quality criteria for-a range of pollutants, aswellas. .- =
descriptions of methods 1o be Used in calculating numerical water guality based limits for
those poilutants. - Efffuent limits are a set of aliowable concentration and mass limits for
poliutants in a waslewaler effluent. These limits assure that no significant lowering of water

q;z_ality_ occt.irs Gt

Water quality standards have been established in order to protect against both short-term. ...
("acute") and long-term ("chronic”) impac ; 'on aquatic fife, wildlife, and human fife. All of the . -
criteria relating to long-term impacts have been established to represent safe levels of |
potentially harmful substances. Priie meenieebien ool ol B e i sl

Acute Toxicity Criteria. Acute toxicity criteria. protect against levels of pollutants that may kill
organisms in the short-term. R '

Chronic Taxicity Criteria. Chronic toxicity criteria protect against levels.of pollutants that may.
_impair the survival, reproduction and growth of organisms over the long term. .., . s AT

. Methods for Developing Acute and Chronic Toxicity Criteria. The aquatic toxicity

- sections of Ch. NR 105, Wis. Adm. Code; are based in part on guidelines prepared by
« -the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in.1 985, and.on EPA's ambient water
- quality: criteria reports for 26 toxic: substances. :-Many. studies have been.done on the ..
.. toxicity of various pollutants to various species.. ‘Developing toxicity criteria requires . .
- caleulation of an average toxicity value from the available database for each individual
- species. A statistical procedure is used to estimate concentrations that are harmful or
lethal to only 1% of the individuais of a given species being tested. . Chapter NR.105 .
- allows strengthening of the criteria to protect species. of commercial, recreational or .
ecological importance where necessary, or if limitations in the database used for .
developing criteria leave the most sensitive species unprotected... .- _—

Wildlife Criteria. Water quality criteria for the protection of wildlife establish aliowabie
concentrations of substances in:surface water that protect wildlife using the water for drinking .
or fOraging. « o s G oo S w woe i e e e

To derive a wildife criterion, DNR staff review scientiic literature for mammal and bird studies.
useful in determining an appropriate concentration for any chemical of concem. Section NR



e Iowenng of waier quairty-,.;-'-_'-' Lo

105.07,Wis. Adm. Code; ¢ontains numerical wildlife cntena {(calculated according to:
procedures spectﬁed m !he code) for four substances DD?’ and metaboi;tes mercmy, dioxin,
andPCBs SR e T R R

Human Healﬂ: Gm’ana Human heaith cntena are set !o minimize the impacts or risks to
humans who eat fish that build up concentrations of the potentially harmful chemicals we
regulate, and who may drink water than contain those chemicals. In order to develop criteria
that proiect human health, we establish Jimits that provide an extra margin of: ‘safety.. These
limits are taken from appfopnate epldemlologlcai or animal dose-response studies, and are
deveioped far both cancemausmg and noa—cancer-causmg subsiances

How are Water Quakty Standatﬁs Used’-’
Under W'scorssm Law any discharge ef wastewater ;nto waters of the state musi not exceed -'

: "recewsng water"} Water qualzty standards in W’sconsm vary w:th ihe use’ of the recewmg _
- 'water and ‘are factored into calculating effluent limits. ‘Water qualzty standards that are most
-protectwe of water quailty apply to streams. des:gaated as outstandmg resource waters (such
as the Wolf Rwer) ‘Other use des;gnatroz&s include exceptional resource waters; Greaz‘ Lakes -
waters, fish and aguatic life waters, and vanance wafers (generaily mtermattent streams and o
sewage treaiment -piani efﬁuent dlscharge ohanneis) : s s i

HowareEmuentumisDetemmed?

The tnd;wduai chemxcal i:rmts we develop are hased upon water quaitty cntena in Ghapier NR .
105, Wis. Adm. Code.  Limits on poliutants are set to protect the designated use of the
* receiving: water, be ;:ratectzve of the most sensmve spec;es and pmveni any szgnsf cant

dali Ch i\tR 207 Ws Adm Code states tha: no. new or mcreased wastewazer _
dlscharge is permrtted that would significantly fower the: water. quality of the receiving-water. -
No iowersng of water- quakty at:all is allowed for: Outstand:ng Resource Waters: {such-asthe =
Wolf R;ver) ‘For: o:her receiving waters this. ants-degfaéatlon policy: hm;ts the total amount of :
pollutants in a new or mcmased discharge. The: ‘assimilative capacity is the difference -
between the water quaiﬂy cntenon fora substance and ihe ex:stmg background levei of that
substance in the recemng water o R S L Y SR,

Cons;deratlons in: Caiculatmg Efﬂuent Lzmlts Tha foilowmg factars are: sncluded whan
calculatmg afﬂaent lxmlts foradzschafge R S LR i

L Exf::iau-uvzif"-::atlc:fn of the rec;eivmg wa%er and ﬁawnstream water n‘ apphcable and the Eevei
k cf pretectfon needed tc mamtazn water quahty g B R ST R

. Acute and!cr chromc toxicuy af ssbstances in the proposed dlscharge to f sh and other'
aquatic life, based on actual bio-monitoring results;

. Health considerations in humans and other animals;




. Appixcatlon of the most strmgent toxic:;ty cntenon fer each substance in the efﬂuent
. The background concentrat:on of each regulated substance in the recewmg waief"

. Water hardness:{(a measurement of caicsum and magnesmm jons - toxscﬂy of mefals...
mcreases as hardness decreases), : S e BRI

.« :'-:"The degree and rate of dslu!mn uf the efﬂueni by the stream ﬂow of ihe fecewmg
«owater, usmg a stream ﬂow that corresponds to each type of cntenon, _

. Whether the recewzng water isa pubhc dnnkmg water source |

Effiuent Dilution and River Flows. The stream flow rate must be factored ;nto efﬂuent hmlt
caléulations. - The amount of water fiowing determines the degree of effluent dilution that will
occeur.: Effluent limits are: estabhshed fora vanety of stream flows. = for instance; the: amnunt of
penn;ss;bie concentration of a pollutant might increase as flow rate. increased. Stream ﬂew -
'caicuiations are based uper; h:sionca! hydralogic records and prec:pliatlon data G

' Calctﬂamg the Eﬂ?uent L:rmt. A mass halanse equatzsn is: used to caicuiate the imt which
factors in the background: concentration of the substance:and the. amouat ‘of dilution avadabie
in the water body. For example if the backgrnund ‘concentration:of a substance is low, .there -
is greater assnmliat;ve capacity so the limit can be higher - compared to a fimit based on a high
background concentration. The smalier the eﬁiuent volume: compared to:the stream flow, the
greater the dilution and the hlgher the efﬂueﬂt lurmt can be to maintain an "mﬂ-stream
concentratzan"beiowthecmenon T R e R

L __Regmahng Cmnbmabons afChemmls

.S)qmyrstcmpac& somet:mes two or more substances can act iogether to produce an
effect (such as’ interfering with-cell gmwth ‘metabolism; repmductson or.other vital functzon)
that neither substance alone could: produce.  This istknown:as a synergistic impact: . .
Cons:denng the ;mpacts of combinations of chemicals.on ‘human:health and aguatic hfe is
another: tmponaat aspect of setting effluent limits.: However; the: po:ent:ai for:synergistic .
;mpact cannot typicaﬂy be determmed when settmg cbemscal-spec:f iC water uai . _standards

Unfortunately zt is not easy tc cievelop meamngful cntena or lnmlts for comb;nations of
chemicals because it is uniikely that laboratory tests that measure the impacts on fish or
aquatic life will have been done on the same chemicals in the. same relative concenirations as.
found'in a discharge. Therefore, instead of relying on chemical limits; the:Department looks at
whole-effluent toxicity. Whole-effluent toxicity tests are a means of determining the effect the
entire mix of chemicals in an‘effluent has on:aquatic hfe .Fathead -minnows and water fleas
are exposed to actual effluent to determine if there are any toxic effects.: Dischargers are
reqwred to meet izmﬁs assomated wlth both mdmdual chermca and whoie«efﬁuent testmg



Progress Update and Project Review Schedule: The Department staff is making
progress in reviewing the proposed Crandon mine. ‘Among the most significant issues still
being analyzed are potential groundwater quality impacts. In order for the project to meet
state requirements, the mining project can not cause groundwater contammaimn that would
result in a violation of groundwater or _su_rf_ace wa_ie_r standards at any t_:me in the foreseeable
future, so the p'ending results of the solute traﬁsgoﬂ'modeiing are also Criticai '

There are severai other outstand;ng ;ssues as well such as completing our review of the
surface: water mmgaizon plan, des:gned to pmiect the public rights in lakes and streams, and
finishing our review of the proposed:tailings management area (TMA). . We have requested
from the Crandon’ Mining Comgany additional testing on components that would be used in
constructing the tailings. facility. For example, we need additional information on whether the
bentonite clay component of the proposed- bamer system would maintain its low permeability
when exposed to the fiquid inside the TMA. We also: fequested further evidence that the
proposed drain system wouid not be clogged by. silt or chemical ameractaons deep ms:de the
TMA.: Until we can address these iypes cf quest;ons wa cafsnot complete our draﬂ '
env;foamentai 1mpact staiemeni (iE)EiS) RS TR

We are presenﬁy reevaluatmg our scheduie for pubhc release of our DEIS Only after we

have received all necessary permrt applzcatnons and plan components and have verified that
what was submitted is adequate for our purposes, can we fully complete our analysis. From
that pomt it will take us about four months to complete our DE!S and release it for public
‘review. We cannot now identify the exact date of completion. As we have always said, we
- will not release our DEIS before we have all of the necessary information.
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introduction

) The DNR w;shes to thank all 'of the citizens ' who attended the May 20 public mesting at Tomahawk as well as those
" citizens who submitted written comments: As was intended, the Department received many oral comments and
questions during the meeting. Written-comments ‘and :questions were also. received that night and during the
ensuing two weeks. Many of these questions raised issues that the DNR intends to analyze before publication of
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). - Several issues were raised that indicated the need for additional

informahon, and these wﬂ! dlreci DNR effcrts fer ongomg studaes

o _ 'Some of the queskons raised related exciuswely {o ihe mine: s:te ttself whuch was not the subject of the Tomahawk

meeting (other public meetings regarding the mine itself were held previously. and will be held in the future) These
questions are not addressed in this memo, although we have included responses to some general mining issues.

Spectﬁc questtons regardmg the mmsng s::e :tsaif can be sent to

'i.arry Lynch {(SW/3)
Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 7821

Madzson Wl 53?’07

' Addmonal informationis’ available ina number of mmmg mformatson sheets are avaﬂabie from the Department's
Rhinelander or Madison offices. These are: Potential Mining Development in Northem Wisconsin, Cumulative
Impacts of Mining in Wisconsin, How a Mine is Pemmitted, Local Decisions in Mining Projects, Protecting
Groundwater at Mining Sites, Reclamation and Long-term Care-Requirements for Mine: Sites in Wisconsin, and
‘Wisconsin's Net Procseds Tax on:Mining and Distribution :of. Fuﬂds fo Mumcwaht/es 5

Fora comprehenszve description-of how. fminingis regulated, refef to An Dverwew af Melallic Mineral Regulation
in Wisconsin, by Thomas J. Evans, published:by:the Wisconsin Geological-and Natural History Survey (WGNHS)
. as _Special Report 13, _1 996 (revised edition). The document is available from the WGNHS office in Madison (phone:

6D8-263—7389}

The foﬁowmg pages cnntain DNR responses to the questzcns and comments that arose at ihe pubhc meetmg on
May 20 in Tomahawk. The Department has made an effort to include sach comment that was raised. in the many
instances that several individuals asked similar questions, an attempt was made to. accurateiy paraphrase the
general question while capturing the essential meaning. Of course, with the magnitude of comments received on
this issue, it is possible that one or more quashans have been accidentally overlooked. Thisis notthe Department's
‘intent, and any questions not answered within this document should be sent to Bill Tans at the above address. The
questions and comments are written in bold type; and the Department responses follow each quesﬁon in regular
type. Where Wisconsin Statutes are pamphrased the reader is adv:sad to check the original language if more

complete mformatwn is desured




Exxon and-Rio Algom’s past environmental records

* 4. The parent companies of Crandon Mining ‘Company (CMG), Exxon and Rio Algom, have long records of
‘environmental degradation and therefore should not be trusted with this project in Wisconsin, Does the DNR take

" into account the previous history of the companies appling for permits?

~'By ‘state ‘law, only under any one of three conditions could a mining. permit be denied due to ‘the company’s
environmental track record: forfeiture of a:prior mining rectamation bond, prior. conviction. for violating an

~ environmental law, or failure to reclaima previous mining site, Therefore, these conditions are considered in the
' DNR's review process; other environmental track record considerations not related to.mining projects, such as the

D Sailin Prings Willam Sound, are not. Thess three siuations are detailed below; for exactlanguage piease refer

" to thé'sta'tt_x_ﬁ_zs;"-

Forfeiture-of prior bond: According to . 144.85, Wis. Stats., the mine permit will be denied if CMC, Rio
Algom, or Exxon has forfeited a nin%ng--r_ecl_amation bond in the 1).8. _within 10 _yeg_;s_,ba_f_or_e submitting the

application. .~

. Violation of environmentat } . Also under 144.85, the permit would be denied if CMC, a related person,

“oran officer of CMC has, within 10 years before the application is submitted, been convicted of more than
" one felony for violations of laws for the protection of the natural environment arising out of the operation
" of @ mining ‘site in the United States, unless one-of the following applies: ... . .. SR

") """ The person convicted has been pardoned:for all.of the felonies; i M
b) The person convicted is a related person or-an officer.or director of the applicant with whom CMC

. . terminates its relationship; or o I
- g eMe includes inits ‘permit application a plan to-prevent the occurrence-in this .state of events

--_-’_"'_:-_;'fsi_gxs_'iifa'r:tg;m_e'_zev:enis mg_t_-._ﬂira_cti_y:frasuit_adiiﬁ:ihQ convictions.. . .

F it 2 o Te _.El'iﬁ"!m_ _mine site :Thé: permtwouidalsabe demedlfa ﬂumngpemtcrother r'r:zi:ﬁihﬁ:‘hpprm?ai
he applicant or a related person was permanently evoked (within the ‘last ten years) because

& of a failure to reclai m a mining site in the United States in violation of stale or federal law and that failure
“has na 1 and is not being remedied. - e T T L e

" The reconds of other dischargers

" Rhinelander/Tomahawk area exceeded their discharge permit Emitations? _Have they failed bicassay tests or had

There are two general means of evaluating discharge ﬁmztatxons - c}iémf.cai specific sfﬁuentkmts(tesﬂng for the
presence of a specific chemical) and whole effluent toxicity tests (a type of bioassay test). ‘Whole effluent toxicity
tests are run by exposing fathead minnows and water fieas to the undiluted effluent. In Wisconsin, it is rare for a

permit to have a whole effluent toxicity fimit, although tesﬁn_g is frequently required.

The Flambeau Mine has not violated any chemical specific effluent imits in its permit. They have failed some acute
whole effluent toxicity tests, which resuited in a permit fimit for toxicity. There was one violation of this permitted
imit in February 1995 and the company was issued a Notice of Noncompliance. Fiambeau Mining Company has
since been in compliance with no subsequent whole effiuent toxicity violations.

The other dischargers into the Wisconsin River in segment A, which includes the stretch from Rhinelander to the
Grandmother Dam south of Tomahawk include: Rhinelander Paper, American Tissue, Tenneco Packaging, the City
of Tomahawk, and the City of Rhinelander. Their history of violations for the last 12 months (April 1995 through
May 1996) are listed below. Included is whether the dischargers are passing their whole effluent toxicity testing.
The failures for whole effluent toxicity tests don't count as violations because none of the dischargers has whole
effluent toxicity limits, only monitaring requirements. The performance of these dischargers may affect the effluent
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limits ‘for the Crandon Mine if they contribute to background levels used in the calculation.of limits for the Crandon
Mine. The information given during the presentation regarding comparisons between discharge levels is attached

as Append:x A

R ﬁmg!agger Pager 5 vmlahons cans&stmg of 2 pH 1 temperature 1 suspended solzds, and 1. waste!oad
- ailucahon Whole efﬂuent iox;cxty tests pass I per e

- '_Amencan T'_I§S@ ‘59 vuolatnons conszstmg of. 2 pH; 19 BE}D and ?wasteiaad aliocataon Whole efﬂuent toxicity
1_ ftests are’ faaimg, and tetestmg 1s bemg done The: pe:m:t ranssuance may contain whole effluent toxicity limits.

'Iggngcg Packaging: 1 wolatmn for suspended sollds Whole efﬂuent tox;c:ty tasts had 1 faziure but
subsequent tests passed. : o

“City g; Tomahawk: 20 ‘violations ‘consisting of 14 suspended sokds 1 residual chlonne 4 BOD and 1
) wastelead anocatlon Whole efﬂueat toxamty tests ;:ass = - . .

g;g of maelangg[ No woiatmns Whoie e!ﬂuent tox#c:ty tests pass

General mining and perm:tfmg questions =+

3 Govemor Thompson is responsible for numerous changes in state mining laws over the past several years that
have weakened the laws so much that neither adequate environmental protection nor a fair return.in fees to the
* ‘state is possible.” When iookang at these luopholes lt becames obvious that we do not have the toughes: mining

_3 taws in the nahan

-First, we would Ilke tu emphas;ze that many of the iaws and rules that app!y to mining projects are not part of the

"mining” laws and rules. For example, our regulatory authority concerning air quality, wastewater discharges 1o
“navigable waters such as the Wisconsin River, disposal of mining wastes, wastewater treatment plant review, mine
““dewatering ‘and approvals related to-navigable waters are not part of the mining laws. ln fact wathm the past
’fgseveral years the authonty w:thm !hese regulatians has been strengthened - : -
e :

The statament that the mming iaws havebean weakened is commoniy mada However ;t ts sncorrect Over the
past ten years there have actually been very few changes mads 1o the mining law in Wisconsin, and the significant
‘changes which have been enacted were all intended to strengthen the law.. The three most substantive changes
were 1) creation of the local agreement process, an optional process that empowers local units of government to
control aspects of propnsed rmining projects which are beyond state control, 2} inclusion of a provision which makes
preparation of an Environmental impact Statement mandatory for: any. proposed mining project, and 3} incorporation
of provisions deaﬁng ‘with consideration of an applicant's performance history at other m;mng operataons inthe
Umted States as part of the avaluatlon ofa rwnmg permlt apphcatson (see respanse #1). . SR

‘The question of whather the state receives adequate compensatxon from mmmg isa poi:cy questmn the legislature
addressed when it revised the net proceeds tax many years.ago. The net proceeds tax is a profits tax on mining
compames ‘No other méustry has such a tax Mmmg compames also are subject to property taxes and. corporate

" income taxes.

4. The review of the mining permit cannot be fair and unbiased because of Department of Admmstraﬁon
o Seuetary Klauser's previous involvement as a lobbyist for Exxon Corporation and because DNR Secretary Geocrge
’ Meyar is now appmnted dlrectiy by Secretaxy Klauser‘s fnand Gavemor Thompson : :

We are aware of these issues that are frequenﬂy ralsed Foxtunataiy, ihere are many mafe ampo:tant factors that
wilt ensure that the review will continue to proceed in an absolutely fair and unbiased manner,

As in all projects, the Secretary has directed that this project be reviewed in a thorough and impartial manner with

no bias for or against the project. The DNR has hired knowledgeable, independent consultants to review the
information provided by CMC and its consuitants, and to request updates, revisions and improvements in the

3




- 'methods or -piacedu'i*:és, CMC has used in obtaining technical information about the mine site and in determining the

" affect of the proposed mine ‘on the regional environment... .

State mining law requires that DNR hold a Master Hearing after release of the EiS. This trial-like hearing enables
- all interested persons, groups, agencies, tribes and- municipalities to.question any-aspect.of mine development,
waste storage, permit review, data acquisition, data analysis; and any other.related topic and enter information or
testimony into the record, The final written decisions on the permits are based on the entire record, not just on the
'DNR's position. Department staff who worked on this project willbe 'made available atthe Master Hearing. As was

. doneatthe Flambeau Master Hearing, the Department willinvite any member of the public to question these staff

members, who-will be under oath, regarding how they arrived at their conclusions. Additionally, the decisions
““reached as a result of the Master Hearing. can be appealed-either administratively (to the DNR Secretary) or
judicially (to & court of law). S bt e i e |

The Department is fully aware of ;public concerns regarding political influence in this process. We want everyone
in this state to understand that our review has been, and'through the end of this ‘process will always be, based
solely on the best scientific review possible. . There will be no other influences allowed to affect the permit review

5. Toﬁ;zsdate,whatdoes the DNR believe ;swrongwtﬂtﬁuspmposa!? L

N "i’heprocessofmmewingapem application can stretch-out several years. . CMC h_:as}'#ubmiﬁed their iﬁii’iai data

“and plans to the DNR for review, “At imes, the DNR has found some of that information fo be inadequate. The
* DNR has submitted several project review letters to the ‘mining: company: requesting new or.additional information
from the company. CMC has provided the new information or initiated the revised study requested by DNR. DNR
staff and consultants have provided hundreds of hours of review to the company’s plans and have made many

-rgqaests' __fa_r‘jmprd\_'lﬁaments to k__lesignsqprdpesed--by CMC.. o

* - Because this DNR permit review is-an evolving process, we will not be able to assess whether any aspect of the
' project would fail to meet applicable environmental protection standards until the review is complete and CMC has

 provided its final responses to the remainder of DNR's comments.and requests. . . = -

. 6 -:Wh:at-_:a'ré'mé wmmttaxic metalé iﬁth__e ;ivér watefandnverbcuommatenalandwhatarethe:r .éﬁipunts?

“ Virtually all heavy metals are naturally occuring to a 'small extent, mostly as a result of their geclogic presence.
. “Therefore, all of the heavy metais for which the DNR and: Environmental Protection Agency have water quality
' criteria are present in the water and sediment. The following table summarizes some pplicable. concentrations,
The column iabeled Existing are "background concentrations” of-heavy metals:inthe: upper Wisconsin River.. For
most heavy metals, the magnitude of the water quality criteria for aquatic life protection is dependent upon the
“““’hardness of the water.’ For these metals.'ftoxicity_incraasés as hardness decreases (more toxic.in soft water). The
" water quality criteria indicate the: concentration-of the substance in the water:at which adverse effects to aguatic
““life, wildlife, or humans would not peeur.: Acute concentration. refers to a level which protects against mortality.

Chronic concentrations refer to a level which protects against sublethal toxicity (for example, problems with growth
and reproduction). -

“The' effliient concentration numbers in the table would be used to-dstermine the need for a water.quality based
effluent limit according to 5.'NR 106.05, WisconsinAdministrative Code (Wis. Adm. Code). For substances where
the effluent concentration is greater than the water quality criteria (WQC) there is greater likelihood that a water
- “quality based effluent limit may be inciuded in the discharge permit. - . ... . o 0
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. 1 Thesa numbers ara Aro Hat Rapxia dam am& could- change pemiing cauecbnn of addi’aona# éata :
o From-the bench scale’ treatabliity pilot study caﬂected April 26,1985, Additional parameters can he found in Ap;aendtx B .

S WQG vofars 1 ambisnt water quﬂty ‘criteria. ‘The' WQC are; mplemnted via ch ?dR 106 V\ﬁs Adm Code to deme emuen: lim:ts whach may
be higher because of dilution factors. :
4 Mcwahh acute cﬂ!uan! limits are twice the scute cntefion mu&ﬁpﬁed by & dihmon ’hctor thai hkas into nocount the mixing affact of dmhafgiﬂg

.+ into the:turbine intake,

R gii. = micmgrama yer liter wafer whem i ug =‘one mltﬁonth o! a gram per 'u‘lser)

* Allowable chronic: aﬂluent iifnﬂ: are baaed on the chroni cnterion md & mau-balance equation that:takesinfo account dilution effects and
o backgmum! comnmﬁon ofihe tnbti:m:e The chmme nmm will be greater than the cntena. based on the amount of diiutmn in the reuewmg

s -the ‘mem numben ara ﬁoraxphnatmy pwpotm and may change as: the review procegs pmcaaas, basad on further informahon ami d:ﬁerent
: -water hardnen dah {me nupome #18) Fut 2 ] d;seuu:on of memury. refer tu respnnses #8 & #22 S do b R

For sediments refer to res;wnse #8 fa; a discussion of future memtonng to attain axustmg concentranons of heavy
metals in sedlments : i _ . _ R

7. in the prasentahon gwan by the QNR why wers su many heavy metals unored when companng exsstmg
: industxy to the pmposed CMC discharge?

' 'The BNR comparad copper iead and Zinc in :ts presenta‘hon because these are. the meta!s that would be mmed
. .80 they may | be of concern, and were appropriate to use as examples. The other metals were not Jignored during
o our preparatzon for thls presentaﬁan {)ata is avas!able for them bu: wasn'’t presented due to tzme constramts and

B contams the quantity of mem!s i CMC's proposad dsscharge Many of these me:a!s are not ragularly monxtared
by industries and muniexpaﬁhes because they have not: hzstancally been at levels of concern in. thexf duscharges

8. TheDNRhasan :nadeqaate data base on the: present levels af existing heavy metal sentammahaa and methyl
. mercury accumﬂlahon ia ﬂua Wasconsm Rwef

. ._The Depaftment has a- saund database fcr conuantraﬂons of iseavy metals other than methyl memury in the
_Wisconsin River. Dapartment staff collected water quality samples-from below.the Hat. Rapids.dam for metals

' analysis’ dur:ng 1996. For a number of years; the WDNR has collected metals data from_ many Wisconsin rivers,
inciuding the Wisconsin River, using new methods. Wisconsin is one of the first states to obtain reliable metals data

for surface waters. ‘Reliable measuremant of methyl mercury in ‘surface water is very. difficult. Tatal mercury




concentrations are easier to measure and are more applicable to water quality criteria; therefore, total mercury is

used to regulate discharges. However, methyl mercury is much more readily absorbed by organisms than other
forms of mercury. Because of this, the worst case scenario is assumed for purposes of regulation. Although the

--percentage.of methyl mercury in total ‘mercury concentrations is generally 5:or:10 percent, for the purposes of

regulation it is assumed that 100% of mercury measured in background concentrations and in discharges has the

- potential to be converted fo-methyl mercury.. Therefore, it is not necessary (although it is interesting scientifically)

to maintain a ;_'i-'at_abase on méthyi'me_rc_ury concent_r_aﬁuns in surface waters,

Accordingly, the DNR is piar;ning'.;ad_di:tionai'sadimgnt'sample coliection below Hat Rapids Dam, below Menard
Isiapd_.’in-_th'e_.V&fiscanﬁiniﬁive_r-am.'_nf Lake Alice, in Lake Alice's 'southern basin south of the Wisconsin River arm,

in‘Lake Alice north of the Shorewood Road public landing, and.in Lake Alice above Kings Dam. For sediments,

it ‘can be important to obtain the concentration of methyl mercury.and {otal mercury. This is because the

For river sediments, the database is less complete, espmially*béhﬂe@ﬁ Hat Rapids Dam and Kings Dam.

_concentration of mercury in sediments is many times the concentration in the water. Further addition of sulfates,

as would be presentin the treated mine wastewater, could increase the rate at which mercury is converted to methyl

- mercury.; The: _;_:}Na's;tg_sts-wii_t__aha_iy_za ‘how much the sulfates in the sediments and water contribute to the
- formation 'o_f:"r'x’_:gﬁ:_'yl___r_iagm&ﬂrf._ See response #22 for additional information regarding mercury. .

9. There shoukd be a scope of study prepared by the DNR for the proposed discharge. It should be  full one
year (five year was also mentioned) study of baseline conditions on the Wisconsin River water and sediments above
-and below Hat Rapids Dam, and -should include weekly sampiing. for .Ph, microbiological and radiological

rameters, inorganic ‘chemicals, lead, copper, and synthetic and volatile organic chemicals. ‘This study should

" include 3""e_s’§imiate's_of'thé: impact of the discharge on all the constituents tested for.during the one-year study. The

As mentioned in the previous response, there is-adequate surface water data for the Wisconsin River for many

‘substances. For those sibstances for which-we do-not-have an adequate. understanding of the river situation,

additional monitoring data will be collected. The sediment monitoring mentioned previously is planned for 1996 and

. will augment the existing sediment database for review purposes. Additional measurements of many of the water
‘criteria are being “taken: and will iincrease our level of understanding of the ‘upper-Wisconsin -River.. Al data

. necessary for the review of _iﬁé@di_s_gihaxgef{and_'th'enﬁaI-'impacts to the surface waters will be (and is) -available to
the public as the review process proceeds. - T GRS e o T

o Addiﬁdﬂéi_-‘iendang'éred-re‘sbuma surveys are also in progress at appropriate io_cétions below Hat Rapiqs. (See

response #14.)

10, How can‘an EIS be released without this background information? _

There are two levels of data needed for the evaluation of any project. “The first is the data needed to set permit
‘conditions and 10 assess potential environmental impacts. The EIS will not be released without the information

" “necessary to determine jmpacts of the project. This is being addressed as indicated in the responses to guestions
*'$8& #9. The second levelis the coflection of additional baseline data.as. part of an environmental monitoring plan.
The monitoring is designed to verify impact predictions and to assess any changes of trends that could result from
"“the operation of the facility. - This data'is normally collected during:the year prior to the start of the discharge. The

facility monitoring plan would address the need and methodology for the collection of this data.
11, The BOD levels are already fully allocated for the Wisconsin River. .. . ... .

Bio-chemical oxygen demand (BOD), represents organic material which is constimed by organisms and bacteria,
which in turn depletes the oxygen in water. The concentration.of BOD in the surface water determines how much

~ depletion of oxygen occiirs.” BOD can cause a temporary decreases in.oxygen levels in surface water.. After the

organic material is ‘consumed, normal ‘oxygen levels would return. We have. not yet determined the degree of
significance of the BOD mass from the proposed discharge as compared to background levels or'to other local BOD
sources {discharges).” This will be determined as part of the permit review process. ' R




:.Segment A of the W‘sconsm River, which includes ali the dischargers in-Appendix A, is. fully allocated for. BOD.

 The proposed discharge from the ‘Crandon’ Mine would contain very little: organic waste. If the Department

determines that the amount of BOD from the proposed discharge is insignificant, such that it wouldn't decrease
- dissolved oxygen in the Wisconsin River, the discharge may be allowed without changing the existing allocations.

U the. dlscharga is sugmﬁcant CMC would: needfo reduce BOD in its discharge or acquire some wasteload aliocation

N from an ex;sung dnscharge in ‘order to gef the permit. “To do so would mvolve not:ﬁcahon to interested members
of the pubﬁc as well as the opportumiy fez comment at public heanngs TR L

The d:scharge from the Crandon Mme is proposed to enter the river at the Hat Rapzds Eam The river bekow this
site is free’ ﬂowmg for several miles.” Previolis surveys taken during the wasteload aikocation deveiapment inthe
late 1970s consistently indicated that oxygen levels decreased as upstream water.moved. toward the dam, but that
.. the stretch of river below the Hat Rapids dam always went up in dissolved oxygen due to the excellent re-aeration

_potenhai of the free flowing river compared to the more sluggish and deeper water above. the dam. Also, highly
organic sediment deposxts that contribute to ‘oxygen uptake are numerous above the.dam but are absent below the
dam due to the scouring action of the faster moving water: Thus the river below the dam is a reoovery Zone" that
_ has higher assimilative capacity than Hat Rapids Flowage does.  The Wasteload Aliocations were designed to

address the assm;liatwe capacily of the flowage area above the dam for this reason.. Accordmg!y, a sma!l discharge
of BOD into the' recovery zone may be determined to be inconsequential to the Wasteload Allocatwn o

12 We have made tremendous: progrws in‘the: iast few years tnward ;mpmvmg Wsconsm River qua}iiy - this
discharge would be a step backwards. LR DS s et idnl

Compansans w:th axtstmg permitted discharges (see Appendix ‘A)-demonstrate the proposed discharge from the
_Crandon Mine, if determined to be accurate, would not be-a significant contributor-of flow 1 or poliutants. Any new
or increased discharge into waters of the state cannot be outright prohibited by the. D&panment The users of

"_waters of the state, mcludmg municipalities ‘and industry; -are-entitled to due process under the laws and

- administrative codes regulating wastewater discharges. These regulations are designed to prevent any significant
lowering of water’ quaiﬂy (see response #15) ‘and to protect the use classification of the water. If a proposed
“discharge meets the water quaﬁty ﬁmatatuons it will be perfmtted And if it doesn‘t the, dlscharge would be
; _h:bited ' : : S E e R e e

' "_'13 Doas the Wisoonsin River: have speual wns:deratons under the dnnkmg water ct;tena used to caicula:e pemut
imits? Maxlmum eontammant !eveis should be set forth for all materials listed on the EPA test list for drinking
. :.water - e v _

Drinking water criteria are not app%ncabie for the W’;sconsm vaer because the Wsconsm R:ver is not a publsc source
. of drinking water for any mummpaiihes or Tnbes

14 A ioca! bioiogy teacher has found mdividuals or populat:ons of three rare dragonﬁies in the Wxsconsm River
below Hat Rapids Dam. Has this area in the Wisconsin River been surveyed by the DNR for endangered and

threatened specles? How will the di scharge aﬁect them?

DNR staff recently inventoried the Wsconsm River dnwnstream of tha Hat Rapads at the Camp 10 landmg They
located 17 species ‘of Odonates ‘(dragonflies), 5:of which are rare. (4 State Specaal Concern and 1 State
Endangered). Based on these occurrences, CMC is: conducting surveys for rare Odonates from the discharge site
at Hat Rapids Dam downstream to Menard Island (which is downstream of the Camp 10 landing). This survey is
~ similar in scope ‘and detail to those that were conducted for the Wolf.River and its tributaries and is expected to

‘accurately determine the presence of rare Odonates, mussels, plants, and mveftebrates in_this. reach of the
' 'Wsconsm R;ver ’The Department wi!l venfy the data colleubon process : _

Under ex:sﬂng state water quahty reguiahons ﬂxa Depa:tment cannot permxt the dlscharge of poliutants in
concentrations that are ‘expected to harm any known species, including:rare species. If toxicity data on these rare
species {cr similar specaes) warrant fower effluent imitations, the fimitations would be reduced in order to' prevent
those species from being harmed. This pracess has taken place elsewhere, such as az the Plambeau mine.




48, _fThé;_:E_JNRI-ﬁ_eeds-tq acknowledge that anti-degradation standards prohibit any further lowering of Wisconsin
' "River water quality, ‘because the mine (a new poliution source) does not meet the Tequirement of being in this

“Sincs the proposed discharge wouid be (o the Wisconsin River, it will be evaluated under the anti-degradation

“+“standards. The anti-degradation clause in NR102 states "No waters of the state shall be ‘lowered in quality uniess

it has been affirmatively ‘ﬁemons_trataﬁ--iq.;sthe?_d'e__paﬁmént that such a change is justified as a result of necessary

economic and social d'_ef\_talbpment, provided that no new or increased effluent interferes with or becomes injurious
" 1o any assigned uses made of o presently possible in such waters.”  The.mine will not be permitted if it cannot
. discharge '.watatf-ﬁiat'mﬂéts&éii'-w.ataf':unaﬁiv-ff-baseﬁ--:atﬂuent'ﬁm-:ﬁ-z-isee_ response #12.)_ There is no specific area

fuairement rforing t the distance between the discharge and the sconomic development

" human health protection (consumption of

S Whethera"loweﬁngofwaterquaﬁty"ancu:sisdependentupoﬁ acontanunant‘sslgmﬁcance Sign:ﬁcancelsfound

by famunﬁag_qu-fgii-di_s'éb§?33rs ini & certain river section and subtracting this _fr.o_m-_ihe___'tat'g_lf__a_fs;similative: capacity
{the jevel at which ‘any further addition of that-contaminant would produce toxicity). _The;.-re;ﬁai'r’;de;_i’_s_ the amount

" of contaminant that the river can still absorb: without causing toxic effects on fish, wildiife, and humans. If
remaining capacity, the discharge is deemed a significant

' proposed discharge is greater than one third .of this

.\ asis for 'If:wétar;_tjué_ﬁty-sétandatds that are.in effect for Lake Alice and the flowing se#ﬁoﬁé of
ﬂ\'ev!iﬁs::oasiniﬂivg;,baw&ae pmposed dfsdiar_ge:ppint? : S R

*“The water quality standards (numerical water quality criteria) which. apply. to the Wisconsin River below the point

* of discharge are those necessary to protect the surface water according to the classification given to the Wisconsin
“River. The Wisconsin River at and below the point.of proposed discharge (inciuding Lake Alice), is classified as

o 'a':_wa_fsq._wa't'e_'r-.wat"fiSh ‘community.- .-??hef':c_lassiﬁcaﬁan:5systen;_;is_-pu_ﬂir§_eé_in Chapter NR 102 of the Wisconsin
" administrative Code:" Toxicologically, the water quality criteria which apply.to a warm water sport fish community
“ “are based upon published data from is'tudigsz-f_using:_specigsg.wh_i__ch-:-bcgﬂpyi_'(or'-hava'___tlia_: potential to occupy) 8 warm

* water sport fish community. For protection of the aguatic life {(acute and chronic) a-.Wa__terrqna}i_ty-cﬁtgﬁ:oﬁ ¢an only

" be calculated if data is available for varipus organisms including fish, crustacea, insects, and zooplankton. . For

fish, ingestion of the surface water, or recreational contact), water quality .

criteria for ca:;ﬁnafgéh'sf--andfndn‘-cﬁbi:iége‘nk-v&iﬂ‘bé;c:'_m"siderﬁd and will apply to the discharge if needed according - -

' to's. NR 108.05, Wis. Adm. Code: ‘For wildlife protection; water quality criteria ,_arg’_'j:{a’s@d__;nbs_t_'ly upon harm to
growth and reproduction as a result of exposure to chemicals in surface water or consumption of fish. . For

~protection '-of--'#quati_cffﬁfe-, human-health, and wildiife, the water quality criteria are published and discussed in.ch.

. Generally, ttisthe wildiife criteria that is the rost stﬁngéal’g;éiﬁahdﬁrd (least hlibwébie’ contamination) due :ifa continual
" “wildiife contact with the waterandthe amount of knowledge on wildlife _effgpts, The :_n;ps;._;tringer_;t __s_ta-ndatjd- is used

“in calculating permit Emitations.

17, There is a table of Metals Concentrations and Congentrations Normafized above and below the Hat Rapids
. Dam. m:stahieindimtesﬂzampper,lead, mereury, s_elenium._an_ﬂ znne axcegd_s_tg_ndar_ds_fgr beach and in-water
" disposal above the Hat Rapids Dam and do not exceed these standards below the Dam.. Doesn' this indicate the

 effect (the discharge) will have on -'La_ke‘ﬁce;.wham.t_!;e:ﬂgﬂdarﬁ}i’s{!@bﬁtéﬁ? -

' The commenterisprobabiyrefemmng gu»deﬁnasda‘welcaed by the Departmant :nihe‘l 980's to evaluate the
p?é’teriﬁal_ba'tiaﬁéiéi'ﬂsé"of'ﬂredgad material-on eroding beach areas along th Great Lakes, The guidelines ensure

the quality of dredged material wil be compatible with existing beach material. The rnetal values in the guidelines
are based on biuff and bettam-sampi’es in the Great Lakes. Any comparisons of sediment quality above and below

' the wastewater discharge (pre- and post) to the Wisconsin River must be based on sediment samples specific 1o

" ‘the watershed, itis inappropriate 1o be using guidelines. daveloped for Great Lakes areas with inland waterways.

“The areas behind dams are generally low energy (low water volume flow) areas where fine material camying natural
or man-made metals ‘are deposited. : See ‘other responses related to sediment quality and issues related to the




' "deposition”of suspended sediments to° ciepesmonai zones aleng the river for a discussion of how the various
. sedsment reiated assues wlil be addressed : : . : g L e e

" The compasrtian of the wasfewater :

. 18 Does tha DNR raally have any adea af what leveis of contammahon cause dxstress in. organssms?

" The toxmty af haavy metals’ to aquatnc orgamsms is venf weii understcod from tests done tn a laborafory settmg

. The basis for Wisconsin's water quality criteria are published; peer-reviewed studies which evaluate the relatmnshtp
" 'between heavy metal concentration and: toxicity. - For many:of the heavy metals, . the. reiatsonshlp can-be very
complex since toxicity is related to other water quality parameters such as hardness. These particular metals (e.g.
lead, copper, cadmium, zinc) become more toxic in soft-water. ‘So, the water quality criteria for these metals are
more stnrsgent in ncfthem ‘Wisconsin where the surface waters'are_generally softer than those in the southern
 portion ‘of the state: ‘Chapter NR 105, Wis. Adm. ‘Code details how-water. quality criteria are. generated The
- 'pmcedure is statlshcaiiy based and has requirements for the quality of the data used. .In addrhon, data must be
available for a variety of organisms before a water-quality criterion can be- generated F or example data must be

__ ava;!ah!e for':ﬁ rzsects;_ mvertebrates anﬂ benthzc (boﬂamdwe}hng) orgamsms

o Since a iabaratory sathng isnot always representatwa of what oecurs in the natutal enwronment many conservat:ve

" assumptions ‘are made when' the surface water ‘quality criteria are convertewd into effluent limits to apply'to'a
discharge pipe. For example, the amount of river flow that a discharger may use for "assimilating a ‘substance” is
one-quarter of the inwest seven—day ﬂow which nccurs avery ten years (un average)

© "Other uncertamt;es regardmg water qaarty cntena mclude acccunhng for | poman of a dlscharged metal which is
“not bloava:lable ‘Bioavailability refers generally to the potential.of a chemical to cross the a gill membrane, intestinal

_'wall ‘or other’ bioiogicai membrane. Anytime:there is'a substance in the water, some of the substance {especially

' heavy metais) is more bioavailable to aquatic: orgamsms than therest. In. manycases, bioavailability relates directly
1o toxicity. Because chemicals in water exist in different physical and chemical forms, baoavaaiabﬁ’ty can vary

_ __j-greatiy For example, if meta%s are tightly bound to particies, the toxicity which could result from that portion of the

 “metal is reduced. These are the types of issues whlch must be addressad as: the rewew pracess conttnues and .
) wegam moremformahon : _ Co : SR e T

19 T reated mme wastawatef (eﬁ!ueat) contamnant concerztfat:ons are ‘based on bad snience anci must be
reca!cuiated amordmg to a repart by a consuttant fo the DNR : _ o S

_ “The report’ raferred io dea!s wrth pradnchng and descnbmg the chemtcal nature cf ihe mme talimgs and waste rock
_that would be stored near the mine site. It does not have any. significant relation to the proposed mine wastewater
discharge to the Wisconsin River, which would be composed primarily of treated mine- drainage water, intercepted
grnundwate: and storm water nmnff

In general the DNR hires’ consultants speaiﬁcaﬂy fer the purpase of revuewsng and venfymg the prehmmary data.
" In'fact, the repcrt referred to has resulted in substantial changes.in the testing methods used by CMC for the
o taliings But agasn tius wouid not sabstanhally affect the d‘ scharge af treated. wastewaier orthe settmg of d;scharge

20. The proposed d:snharge wouid be tnxic What is the bas:s for tieqdzng what ;)ol!utant concentratzons would
be “allowed in the mine effluent?  Metallic' sulfide discharge into the river will cause fish kills, The combined

synergzsba and inng—term accumulahnn effads of the md'mdual paﬂutanm need to be addressed ina comprehenswe
manner. - : Ce e o

The proposed discharge would nat cantam concentratmas cf substancas that would be toxlc, as ti;scussed in
resprmse #2‘5 and would not catzse ﬁsh kﬂls 1 ut were: determmed tobe 2oxnc, it would not be permttted

“First of all, the mdzvsdaai chamicai limr%s we devaiop come from watar quaﬁty standards or crsiena m ch NR 105,
Wis. Adm. Code, which applies to all wastewater discharges in the state. -The discussion that follows reflects our
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 standard approval procedures. Those criteria protect against shori- and long-term impacts on.aquatic life (fish and
the organisms on which they feed) and jong-term impacts on wildiife.and human. health. - All of the criteria relating

to long-term impacts are already set up to represent safe levels, to try and catch what we call "threshold levels,”
or levels which may cause borderline or minimalimpacts. Additional protection is provided to _aqg.a!jc.ii_fe_and wildlife
by the fact that we use dry-weather stream flows to calculate limits. This is an issue because these long-term

criteria must be met at the edge of a "mixing zone,” S0 we use .dxy‘:we_a_thgr:_-s_traa_m,ﬂew.-a-_rﬁ;gi_- effluent flow volumes

to convert that edge-of-mixing-zone criterion into a limit on the discharge point (usually a pipe outlet). Since we're

e "ﬁh’*’g'\&iﬁf--idrig-tem--imp.iacts‘;fwe;,as.v.ama.that-.over_-ti_ma-there_wguld;be;.soma_-m}xing-_o_f__.a_{;::e?_f_'llent_d_isc_harge' with

qugﬁtydunngbathd;y and wet w'eathe'r.;:eliaﬁs.--- R

| ow to calculate that

*"'the stream into which the discharge occurs.. However, by using a conservative, low stre w to calcu
“ mixing, the overall impacts would be reduced and we would end up with.an effluent limit that is protective of water

“‘WHen it comes to calculating imits based on human health protection, the issues are a fitte bit different. There,
“we try to minimize the impacts or risks on humans who sither eat fish that build up concentrations of the chemicals
i 'we_‘r_é-regﬂlaﬁﬁfg;_a_r-.whbr.d'sink_-wate'r that contain the chemicals we're regulating. In order to develop criteria that

“"'gre protective of water quality, we look at establishing conservative. values in the types of fish or the amounts of

Cadterst

. figh that people eat. 1f we develop criteria based on fish that .;a_;gumﬁlate,.t_e'g;j;a_tgd_;pol'lﬁzants-_lrhpst quickly, if we

" consider that Wisconsin residents eat more fish than the national average, or if we develop criteria that protect
o hum ns_'frnm'_-'ﬁqusuté---ta_gth'a_ss-';_zh'er_rﬁ::ais over an average lifetime, then we have a greater assurance that we're
-~ coming ‘up with 'f_i_t_'exi_a that are more j-prater;t_iv_e' of state residents: because we buiid .-.‘;n"_thes:_e'-._addi;_ionaj_l ‘safety

~ On the other _h.a_nd,.cﬁt'éﬁ?baséd_on short-term impacts to aquatic life are related to levels which may kill or
‘immobilize organisms, which' admittedly do not appear at first. glance to be something which would be protective

i of water quality. That's where we have to build in-other safety factors.to assure ourselves.and the public that we

" “really are doing what we canto protect waterquality. One example is the fact that the short-term aquatic life criteria
- are based on'a very ‘high level of protection-of the aguatic:organisms with test information for the chemicals we're

idering :..ﬁi'gh'i;lewl_ :ﬁf..-prptééﬁt_ibn; 'cﬁtéﬁ;_iﬁat;:fasez based oasmpacis toﬁsh _a:}g orgamsms th "'é:i":'e ‘highly

- sensitive to & specific chenical . are | . .
~we're developing criteria which protect a large percentage of the population. In:addition, we don't normally copsider
“*any type of mixing between the effiuent and the river in-developing limits based on shori-term aquatic life. criteria.
(Mixing is considered when we look at long-term impacts. such as those discussed earlier) ‘The only time we'd

will be protective of those that are more tolerant of the same chemical, so already -

-consider any type f mixing in these situations is ifthereis rapid mixing provided atthe discharge location, but these
‘situations are rare.” This is being -considered in the case of CMC, though, with the proposed discharge 1o the

- Wisconsin River at the Hat Rapids Dam. There, ajarger. amount of mixing'_?t_han_nmnai._is,.exp#atéd' (and expected
*“rnore rapidly than normal) in a discharge atthe dam spiltway, instead af.a_:typi_cai_di_s_l_:h_ar_g_e-zh_ear_ a river's shoreline.

All of the above considerations deal with individual chemicals. The issue of impacts associated with combinations
of chemicals (synergistic impacts) is important as well.- Of concern are impacts to aquatic life, wildlife, and humans.
* Forallcriteria, it is difficult to develop effluent limitations because of the multitude of potential chemical interactions
" and the lack of fesearch dealing with those combinations. - For protection of aquatic life, the Department looks at
“whole effluent toxicity.” In these cases, the discharger actually performs short- and jong-term tests on fish and
‘other organisms using the appropriate mixtures of effluant and stream flow. Doing the same tests on the whole
_ “effluent discharge ‘under ‘the same guidelines as those: hich were done on individual chemicals gives us an
“indication of what the overall impacts of the discharge would be on aquatic fife.. The Department typically requires
Jhole effiuent testing along with specific ‘chemical testing in order to make sure fish, and other aquatic life are
protected against short- and jong-term impacts assodiated with individual chemicals and with combinations found
_ in the actual discharge, and dischargers are required to meet limits associated with both. -
Detérmination of synergistic impacts to human health and wildlife is-a much more difficult task which the scientific
_ community is just beginning to address. Often non-human (mostly rat) toxicity data for individuat chemicals is used

o assess potential effects on humans, due to the obvious impossibility of using human data; The difficulties and
" incertainties associated with this technique are increased when the toxicity of chemical mixtures is considered.
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- The amount of peer-reviewed scientific information which specifically addresses synergism in humans or wildlife is
small.
Synerglsm especially in humans orwildiife, is an issue that goes beyond the review of the Crandon Mine proposal
* ‘and the information does not exist at this time in sufficient amounts for the. Department to utilize in this or other
drscharge pmposais Tox;ceiogrsts around the world are just now beg;nmng to address synergssm using modern
' _Sechmques to evaluate possible toxicity and other effects due to exposure to chemical mixtures. The Department
is keeping abreast of the ‘evolving field of human and wildlife synergistic toxicological research, and will adjust the
emsimg regulation‘as needed to account for the results of this research if and when it becomes avariable 1t would
not be appropriate for the' Department to adjust its regulations at this time to account for synergrsm or even any
' assumptmns related to synergism, without the existence of good supporting data. " _

21. What will be in the Crandon Mine discharge water and how will it affect (add to) the exzstmg condition of the
Wisconsin River water and bottom structure? - How. far down the river will these foxic metals go? CMC should
‘supply an estimate of its d‘lscharge oontents each week foraone year penod mcludlng Phand any mater:ai harmfu£
'-toﬁsh wridlife orhumans W : : _ B TR B L

o As lrsted dn- Appandrx A ccmpansans wsth the current pemutted drscharges demonstrate that the propased_
dlscharge, if determined to be accurate; from the: Crandon Mine wouldnt be a significant contributor of flow or
: poiiutanu; “The DNR'has reviewed CMC's pilot treatability study, which estimated levels of substances in the
effluent. This information is in Appendix B: The Department is still in the process. of determining which substances
rmght be present in concentrations at a leve! of concern, which would result in permit requirements for monitoring
-andfor ﬁmrts far that substance The metais which. wouid be mined would be. specifically consrdered

Aay wastewater permrt rssued wauld prohlbit the drscharge of metals or other substances in toxic amounts that
*‘would ‘cause toxic accumulation. (See response #6. regarding determinations of taxrcrty) Metals do have a
“tendency to attach to sediments, and might be carried far enough to be deposited in areas of fow currer;t ‘such as
“Lake Alice. {As mentioned in response #25.) ‘However, the total amount.of metals to.be drscharged is very small.
Studies will be conducted to supplement existing information regarding baseline sediment and water conditions.
“Ifthe proposed discharge meets the water quailty Irmatations, it could be perm:tted andifit doesn‘t the dzscharge
":would be prohzbrted _ I _ N .

Ifa permrt were tssued for the Crandon Mine. the permrt wou%d reqwre regular monttonng for poiiutarzts mat may
"'be present it a mine discharge. Such monitoring would continue throughout the fife of the permit at an appropriate
frequency such ‘as daily, weekly, or monthly, in order to monitor compliance with dzscharge limitations. Effluent
limits would be inciuded for those substances that require regulation if their concentrations are at a level of concern.
Compliance with' efﬂueat limits would prevent the s:gmﬁcant iowenng of water quahty, to protect fish, aquatrc life,

wridirfe, and humans
22. How much mercury would the nNR aiiow to be dumped mto the Wnscons:n River in the mine wastewater?

The regulation of mercury for this proposed discharge would follow guidelines identical to those for all industrial and
municipal facifities. “The amount of mercury which can be d:scharged to the Wsconsm River would be equal to the
allowable levelin the river (namely the water quality criterion times the flow downstream of the proposed discharge
_point) minus what is already present in the river (background concentration times background flow). This approach
" is used to calculate discharge limits for any substance where background concentrations are less than the criterion.
'For a drscharge of mercwy at the Ha: Rapids Dam, the limit would be as faﬁows

'L:m:t = [2 ng/l. X a‘ataf dawnstmam ﬂ’ow] [baakgraund stream ﬁow,\’ backgraund cancentmtmnj

where '
2 ng/L = The wild and domeshc animal cntenon for mercury (1.ng/L = one billionth of a gram per hter)

Total downstream flow = The proposed discharge rate from CMC. (600 1200 gaﬂorzs per minute) plus the 30-day
* low fiow in the Wisconsin River found once in five years (376.55 cubic feet per second, or. approximately 168,000

galions per minute)
Background stream flow = 169,000 gallons per minute {(see above)
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' Background concentration = The existing Goncentration of mercury in the river at the proposed discharge site

Th procedure for caleulatinig a imit is fairly simple and straightforward, but there is @ complicating factor which

' makes the use of this approach difficult for mercury. First, the water quality criterion is so low (2 ng/L, based on

" protection of wildiife) that ‘mercury is difficult to measure using testing procedures which -are-commonly available

" gt this time (tests capabie of detecting mercury levels as low as 20-50.ng/L). ‘The use of these less sensitive test
' methods may give results that aren’t accurate; or may give the false impression that mercury isn't present. Mercury
s difficult to'detect and measure atlow levels. It is-a substance that is considered to be universally present. lts
" presence in fivers or lakes may be due to wastewater discharges or 1o atmospheric. deposits.. As a result, a test
which indicates mercury isnt present may warrant the use-of a different test method, one which is. more sensitive
_tothe presence of mercury. . - |

" Other methods are ‘available which ‘can measure mercury down to more precise levels (even down to .05 ng/L), but
““those methods are much more expensive and not as readily available. Also, these methods: have not been EPA

approved. The EPA specified test only specifies a detection level of 200 ng/L. Generally, dischargers.are only

. required to perform EPA specified tests. However, CMC has agreed to use a more sensitive method. Where more

" sensitive methods h © been used elsewhere in Wisconsin, much different results were obtained than those which

" “were generated usi

' were generated using the less precise methods. The DNR has recently issued a strategy paper addressing the
" regulation of mercury, .1_ncl_udi_ng-ja'::state'meb_t;wbigh:*a_dvises*_ requiring industries and :_municipalities to meonitor for

" metcury using the more sensitve, but more expensive, methods.

In a sample collected by DNR on March 4, 1996 using a test method which can:detect mercury at lower levels, the
background .concentration of mercury at the Hat Rapids Dam was measured at 2.2 ng/L, which exceeds the
' _t_':'ﬁ_térig_n,"_"f_w_h'er_é'_b’a’ckg‘mund_rﬁt’:jotic_entiation's exceed the ‘griteria; no mixing with the background stream flow is
“allowed under NR 106; the -affluent limit wo jiid then be equal to the 2 ng/L criterion. With only ane. result, it is
“ difficult to know if this one result is ‘representative of levels in the: Wisconsin' River, although. the result was

" consistent with test Tesults from other sites in'Wisconsin using the same method. ‘More data are being collected

:_"?_'r'i_it_?i“iiﬁe;:-H_a'_t_'}'\_'_épids'-'p'aﬁ_iﬁ;b“rdér":_tn defermine what the background concentrations are, so that limits can be
’ c_a'l(:uiatedi';uﬁing__ih'e‘ .prpciac'i:ufe-desbﬁbadf-aarﬁér."' Refer to response #3 for additional information on mercury.
23, How oan OMC guaranie that pocess water il et be dscharged?

" 'Some process water would enter the mine-as part of the backfill slurry. Any. drainage from the backfill would be
* mixed with other contaminated mine water and pumped for treatment. - Treated water.would be used to.replenish
" the process water circult or discharged if not needed: "In-addition, process water may be treated if precipitation

exceeds evaporation. and the water in the ‘tailings ponds exceeds its- capacity, or- if there-is_a. build up of

contaminants in the recycle water. Process water, including the tailings pond water and leachate, would also be
__treated and discharged when the mine is being closed. In all cases, the process wastewater would be sent through
““the wastewater treatment system and would have'to rmeet effluent limits before it could be discharged. - -

24, The DNR's information regarding the mixing of the pollutants and the already polluted Wisconsin River is
insufficient. For instance, will the discharge affect sediment quality?. The micro-particles discharged in suspension
Gould lead o added turbidity of the Wisconsin River. What about re-suspension of sediment?

The DNR reviews the mixing of wastawater with the receiving water to determine the aflowable dilution factors.”
These dilution factors are used in calculating effluent imits:(the permissible concentrations of poliutants that can
be discharged in wastewater). Using established procedures, which apply to all wastewater discharges, we
determine what the zone of initial dilution (small aréa - the "end of the pipe”, factored to pprevent acute toxicity to
fish and aquatic life) and mixing zone (slightly larger area in which the discharge is diluted - this area wouid not
experience acute toxicity, but may experience chronic toxicity within its borders) are. (See response #20 for further
. explanation). When these mixing determinations are made, a conservative approach is taken using low flow stream
_ conditions and maximum effluent flow. A discharge into the turbine intake at-dams is beneficial to the environment,

because it provides rapid mixing and dilution of the wastewater with the river to reduce the size of pollutant plumes.
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The wastewater permit would estab!ish ﬂmnts on the heavy metals and solids content, The wastewater. tmatment

system would be effective in removing metals and suspended’ solids because of the precipitation and filtration

- -processes. Effiuent limits must be met fora discharge to occur. This would controf. and fimit the metals that reach

-~ the system and: ummately would be:deposited inareas in ‘downstream ﬂowages and deposmonal areas. along the

“river. It would also limit any increases inturbidity.. in fact; the efﬁuent probably would contain fewer sediments than

the river water, and the discharge should not result in re-suspension of addstzonal sednments because the rapidly
flowing water dawnstream of the: dam mamtams a well«scoured nver bottom G e

o We are cun‘antiy ramew;ng B mamtursng pian 10: charactenze ‘sediment.quality and establish baseline conditions.,

““We' can then compare future sadafnent contaminant levels: to-the baseline: (exlstmg) condition, to. identlfy and
measure any changes that mlght occur.” Some components of such.a monitoring plan ;nciude chemscai analys:s
for a group of parameters ;rwiud;ng those that may be in. :he mine efﬂuent .

"Tu assess’ sed:mant transport potent;al for the rwuspensuon of sedament—bound pniiutants sedlment coliectson
= iraps, sediment dahng, -and-chiemical analys:s at depth will aliow an assessment of sediment mixing, transport, and
ot fate.’ Sediments to be assessed will be those containing the finer: mineral and. organic compbunds fo which many

o pciiutan ger;eraﬁy adhere These .-sedimenu; are common in: mpaandsd. areas and ﬂowages S

i 25 What _wou!d be the impact on aach settﬁng basm' (impoundmen ﬁbehmd the dams) on the Wtsconsm Rwer
: dnwnstream afHat Raplds dam as_ resutt ofthe duscharg_ .poii_' el s s o

The deposmon cf parucles Iaden wﬁh ;wllutanis is a tegmmate conz;em When paiiutants are. dtschafgad they
frequently attach to fine organic particles, which then move downstream and become deposited in areas of low
**'energy ‘along ‘the river in:impounded areas.. “As mentioned previously, data will be: collected regarding current
sediment quality to ‘establish:a baseline for comparisons. and to. predict the. zmpact of the dnschame However,
because of the effectiveness of the treatment processtoremove sednment and s:lt the dlscharge would contnbute
onty vely tmy amounts of sedxment NS i . I

- :'26 Will ﬂwere be a temperature lmpad dua io the wastewater traveﬁng 33 mzles inan underground pape?

B The wasiewater temperature in the pnpelme would he expect‘ 2 io ba ssmilar to the amblent sali temperature The 2
- pipeline would be buried at least 4% feet deep, and the wastewater. would beinthe pnpeiine between 2 and 3 days.
“It's ‘estimated the average temperature may be 45°F. The temperature. ofthe Wisconsin River at Rhinelander varies
through the year between the low 30's to around 80°F. When considering the effluent dnscharge would be less than
‘" 1% of the Wisconsin’ Rwar ﬁow, the tamperature ampaci is ;nsxgmﬁcant A temperature limit wouldn't be necessary

mthe;}emut : e il B

27, ‘The CMO Eterature isfs the pro;e;:ted di scharge watar quaﬁty as 17 mgn. fef m:rate as.: N when the Federal
. Dﬂniang Watsr Standard is 10 mgfL and 740 mg/L. for sulfate when the Federal Dnniang Water Standards are 500

" mg/L. How can CMC exceed these standards? -Why is the Wisconsin River near Hat Rapuds Dam classified as
a "non-public water supply™?- What is the- effect of ussng these less s!zmgent criteria. at the titscharge pamt on the
wate:s dawn river ﬂaat are: c!asssﬁed "For Pubﬁt: Use'? T L N

"'bion-pubiic water supply" refers tc whether a body uf water serves as a dnnk;ng water seurca not whathar the
public -accesses the body of water in other ways. As mentioned in response #13, the Wisconsin Riveris not a
drinking water source and therefore the water quality standards are not reflective of drinking water criteria. it is
classified under ch. NR 102, Wis. Adm. Code as a Warm Water Spor% Fish Community, which requires protection
- ‘of ‘ali "Fish' and Aquatic Life"." This does not:mean that water quality criteria for the protection of human heaith
" ‘would not be implemented. in waters that do not serve as ﬂnnkmg water sources, the "human health waier quamy
criteria” account for recreational contact § ngestma of small amounts of water and skm cantact} and exposure to
a-chemical through ‘ingestion’ of fish:which may have bicaccumulated. a chemical, . When the DNR considers
discharges into rivers, the downstream uses and designations are always considered. For exampia, if CMC had
chosen fo discharge into Swamp Creek, a Fish and Aquatic Life stream, water quallty limits would have been
* designied to'meet standards downstream in.the Wolf River; a river designated as an Outstanding Resource Water

(the highest level of protection avaiiable).
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"7 28. ‘The size (diameter) of the proposed pipeline: will allow the transport-and discharge of much more mine
“wastewater than the estimates DNR and the mining company are providing the public. Because more wastewater

“‘can be transported, a greater amount of toXic metais and other poliutants will be. discharged into the Wisconsin
River. ‘Also, the estimated volume of wastewater that would be ‘discharged has been reduced from an eariier
estimate. Why is this, and how can we know what estimate is. really comect? e

" '\We'want to emphasize that the discharge volume-of 6001200 gallons per.minute at this time is the best estimate

“available. It is possible the average and maximum discharge rates couid change based on further calculations.
“The EIS will‘contain the final estimated amounts. - .o 0ie o o N I T
CMC has not yet decided upon the-e_xaéi size of the pipe that would be used. This is because there are several

' types of metals and plastics that are being evaluated for use.. Each type of pipe material produces a. different
"“amount of friction as fluids flow through them, and each can tolerate different working pressures. Pipes made from

“ materials that produce greater friction {resistance to flow) and/or that can tolerate lower working pressures need

to be larger than pipes with less friction‘and higher pressure ralings -in-order to transport the same volume of fluid.
As proposed, the maximum rate of fiow that would be permitted to be discharged into the Wisconsin River would
be 1200 gallons per minute, regardless of the choice and size of the pipeline: material. The permit, if issued, will
have pollutant mass and wastewater flow volime limits to regulate the amount of discharge. By imposing mass
__Emitations that are constant, CMC would need to reduce the concentration levels in its discharge in order to comply
with its discharge permit if the flow rates are greater than expected. Dt el

“The 1986 Exxon :Eayimam_'éntat“lm;:éctﬁ-Sta'temje_nt indicated iﬁat-fthe-anﬁéipaiéd'average':discharge #kaé 1 8_0 gpm.
"The Department, in developing the 1986 draft discharge permit, considered flow rates as high as 3000 gpmin order
‘to allow for the level of unceitainty that was considered to be in the groundwater flow-modeling and resulting mine

inflow that was predicted at that time.

CMC's estimated volume of wastewater has been reduced due to refinements to the groundwater model and better
understanding of the hydrogeology at the site. The groundwater model continues to be evaluated by CMC's

" consutants and the Department. Checks of the model wil verlfy its accuracy. 'When the modeling has been
" finished, we will have a range of projected effiuent volumes.. Ourimpact analysis will be conducted not only on the

average flow but on the maximum flow as well in order to encompass the:likely range of possible scenarios.

'29. “The flow rate numbers for the treated effluent discharge have beén developed by--cmc and have .n'ét yet been
validated. 1s this true? ST R

This is comrect. The final flow rates could change, thus these are preliminary. The final numbers will be inthe EIS. -
“There are three flow numbers that describe the effluent discharge through the pipeline: a maximum, average, and
minimum. ' By using the known maximum ' capacity of the pumps, the maximum potential devel of effiuent flow is
1200 gallons per minute. It is more difficult to-accurately confirm the influent wastewater. flows. - Like the mine
drainage water the influent flows are based upon theoretical (modeled) conditions. Tothe extent possibie, we plan
 on cross-checking pump rates, results from groundwater modeling, or other information avallable to confirm flows.
" The Wisconsin River flows are easily confirmed using data direct from the gauging stations:on the Wisconsin River.

30, Will thers be a maximum permitted flow rate for the effluent discharge? What wil it be?

' Yes, there 'wouid"be"'a";_fmaximﬁmﬂbw rate in‘the discharge permit, but because we have not completed our
" verification of the company's mine infiow estimates, we cannot state with certainty what it would be. With the
“information ' we have now, the maximum rate would be 1200 gallons.per. minute. -More importantly from a water

‘quality protection standpoint, there would be @ mass limit on the discharge to limit the total amounts of pollutants

‘that could be discharged. e ..
31, “What will be the impsct of this discharge during high water (flooding) conditions on the Wisconsin River?
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" This would not be a problem; because of the high Wisconsin River flows during floods.  The discharge volume
would be a very small fraction of the total flow in the river. The percentage of the river that would be attributable
1o the effluent becomes less as the river flow increases.

Effects on the Woll River |

32, This altemative ‘means that impacts of the mine woukd cover two. major waterways - both. the Wolf and
“Wisconsin Rivers. ‘Might living organisms be transported via the pipeline from one watershed to another, disrupting
‘the natural balance in each watershed? = . oo e

Since all discharged water other than intercepted groundwater would:ﬁrst.go through 't“he'{feafz.ﬁeni btocéss which

" would include a fifter system, it is exceedingly unlikely that live-organisms would be transported: .

33. The diversion wouki harm the Wolf River Watershed - the reduced flow WOUSd_wami fﬁe.i}gter to levels lethal
~ to its trout population. Only a slight reduction in flow might have severe effects.

The effect on fisheries due to proposed miining activities is dependent.on estimates of both surface.and groundwater
.. flow reductions, which will be determined by groundwater modeling. .DNR staff have been thoroughly reviewing this
_ model. “The model is currently being updated and improved with some new groundwater flow data, so the results
~ obtained thus far are not final. The response to this concern is based on the most current modeling results. (DNR
- groundwater specialists do not ‘anticipate that the final flow jpredictions ‘will: differ from current predictions enough

~to change our forecast regarding the effects on'the Wolf River.) .

Water temperatures in the upper Wolf River (above the Hunting River) are heavily influenced by the water flowing
in frem Swamp Creek and Pickerel Creek, and the flow out of the Post Lakes. All of these currently are warm water
~fisheries (non-trout) where they enter the Wolf. Consequently, the Wolf River in this stretch is not currently a good
" trout water.” From the confluence of the Hunting River downstream into Menominee. County, the Wolf River does

__support good populations of trout.” -

“Because the groundwater flow model is not yet complete, calculations to estimate temperature -effects of flow
- reductions have not yet'been made. The low flow of the Wolf at Swamp Creek is 24 cubic feet per second (cfs).
Present estimates of mine dewatering is appraximately equivalentto 0.9 cfs. Temperature impacts to the Wolf River
. by reduced flow to lower Swamp and Pickerel Creeks, which are already warm water streams, would be negiigible.

ifthe proposed CMC mine would reduce direct groundwater inﬂciv to the Wdi% River in the trout" water _do##nstrea‘m
. of Hunting River, there could be negative impacts to trout. However, current modeling does not indicate that this
" would ocour, S T T o

" Interbasin water transfer

34. Permits are required for even minor water withdrawals from the Wolf River fdr the pur'p'd'se'bf ifﬁgaﬁon ~ how
. can this diversion take place without a permit?

The discharge is considered to be a groundwater withdrawal, not-a surface water withdrawal, As & result, the
vqitt_ad_r’awa_l_dpeg not require a permit under Chapter 30.18 Wis. Stats. which is specific to surface water withdrawals.

For an interbasin diversion of water from the Great Lakes Basin into the Wisconsin River basin, an application and
approval would be required, by state law, if the estimated amount of the average water loss is over 2,000,000
gaffons per day. This requirement doesn't apply to CMC because the estimated -amount of water loss from the
Crandon mine would be approximately 886,000 gallons per day. Water loss means a loss of water from the basin
from which the water is withdrawn as a result of an interbasin diversion or consumptive use or both. Of the total
water loss, 664,000 gallons ‘per ‘day would be-attributed to the average discharge rate of wastewater to the

_ Wisconsin River. As described in ch. NR 142.03, Wis: Adm. Code, & withdrawal greater than 100,000 galions per

~day ‘must be registered with the Department and the volume of the. water withdrawal and water loss must be
reported. This is the only interbasin diversion requirement that applies to the Crandon Mine. This condition would
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 approvals are not required by the G

- Toohamogalone e

' ﬁlgéiy--"be__ i serted in‘ta-':GMC‘s-"Nscansin_.:-Palh’:;ion:,ﬂischarge;_;-E-iimina;i_qn System _.(\_NPDE_S_)__was@t_ewgtgr_ treatment

35. Since this is an interbasin transfer of water, dossn' it fall under federal and even intemational jurisdiction?
See the previous response. Iréterbaéiﬂ'_div.'azs_inn's are regulated under s. 144,025 of the Wisconsin Statutes and
“Chapter NR 142 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code, in fesponse 1o the Great Lakes Charter. .Under these

“ provisions; diversions of greater:than 5 million gallons per .day out of a Great Lake basin requires.an application

Canada. Since CMC proposes to divert 886,000 galions per day, these

and approval of the Great Lakes states and.

at'Lakes Charter.

In 1986, Congress passed the Wat ._ Act prohibits diversions of any a
water from the Great Lakes without prior approval from the governors of all the eight Great Lakes states. However,

- *aachiz:of-iﬁg‘--.parﬁdpaﬁngj'?sta'te_s_'-has: interpreted this law o apply only to surface water diversions.

o Water Resources Development Act. This Act prohibits diversions of any amount of

36. The DNR shauudo 8study to detemnelkelyresuns ofa ounhnued la je-scale ;nterbasmtransferof water.

re there of inferbasin water transfer, and what impacts have been observed? . .

1 by is not by law considered "large scale”. Because the estimated water loss s less than

" The proposed di dered "large scale”. . Because the 8SUm /
r day, 5. 144.026, Wis. Stats., and ch. 142, Wis. Adm. Code, only require a reparting of the

*‘water loss 10 the Department. in roviewing the Crandon Mine proposal, work has been done to model (based upon

fekd data and some computer modeling) the groundwater flows and dtermine fikely paths of groundwater, and this
information will be used to aid in the review of water balances. The Draft EIS will evaluate more fully the impacts

- T-t_;__"a}:e*#i?é*:;a ..ﬁtmbgrfotéi‘éﬁianbééi-"iﬁheré"ﬁatéf isdwerted framthegreundwaterof ::b':ie"hgs'iiz'.:ftb.'thg ;é;jgjf;'a'_;;e water
* gf another basin (many munici pal treatment plants discharge treated wastewater that originated as groundwater from

a different basin/watershed). One example of a large scale surface water-to-surface o Sy Cane from the
Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Basin to th_a:iiﬁnoisiMissi_ss_%pﬁi}Basin'byrihe Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal. Impacts
! dbfe.tsiﬂn-'?!ave--'beﬁaﬂ#iﬂm to quantify.. T LTy TANNTESIE . M

. of even such a truly large scale

7. Wha_t ;vbuid- be the impact to t!';u__a river from mmredischarges ifihe Hdésééhéé 5ep6$ﬁ"bf other dé'pééits-were

©tobemined? o

_ tmefame? -

“The impact on water quality from developing this area of mineralization couid not be assessed until a specific mining
proposal were provided to DNR. A mining company would have to provide a wide range of information about the
nature of the ore body, method-of mining, composition of waste that would be produced, waste disposal methods,
ore concentration techniques, and most importantly, the nature and efficiency of the wastewater treatment system

_ Regardless of these details, mine wastewater discharge could not be permitted if the contaminants in the discharge
““caused a decrease in water quality that would lower the water quality classification from its current level to a lower
“'jevel.” (As an additional note, the ‘Horseshoe Déposit is not likely:fo ‘be developed in the near future. . It is not of
a large enough size or 2 rich enough grade to be economical to mine. at current or foreseeable world mineral
Cptices) T o I PR

38, Whatifother depostts usechCS wastewaterireamntplaﬁt,mm‘easmgmemtat wastewater load and the

" Afiy proposal to mine the Horseshoe Deposit, o any other projects, would require the same permit review and EIS
: prgbesgas'ﬁiét'eurrénﬁy apply to the Craﬁdon--?roject;; Each such proposal would have 1o be evaluated based on
the specific nature of the project, taking into account the cumulative impacts of all existing and proposed discharges.
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- Liability - _ i : L
39 It CMC goes ou: of busmess ofis purchased by ar:cther company, :s Exxon stll held responsnble for the site?

Should CMC go out nf busmess, the parent compames Exxon and Rlo Aigom wouid become responsable for-the

- rsiter 1 addition; the bonds and other financial sureties:-held by. the. state are. mr.iependent of the company, in that
¢ "they are-available tothe state: regardiess of the. soivency of the mining company. In the case of the sale of the

* - replacement bonds with the state prior: to.release of the original.

““mining operation; the-new ownerassurmes:all responszbli:ty for., operation and reclamation of the site ‘and must post
rmittee. . Howaver the ongmai operatar could

" “still be held Jliable for costs related- 1o envaronmentai ccntammahon which cccurs as a result of ihe;r actions. In

e "regard to the iong tenn an ownel‘s responszbﬁity for managament o{ a mining waste sﬂe never termmates

40 V\ﬂzat wii! happen if CMC is found in vmlahan of the standards? How cai we trust that the iimxts that wou;d

* - be imposed on wastewater discharge volumes and contaminant concentrations will be met? The mine should be

‘ closed immediately i wastewater drschatge standards are. nat mat. Each vm!ahon should resu!t m a $1 GO GOO -
$100090B901ine AT S .

As part af the: wasiewatar dlscharge perm:t the departmem wouid specify extensive mom:onng requzraments to be

o conducted’ by the:operator. CMC would be. requnred to monitor the volume of dascharge water ‘and also the quality

« - of the water and provide these results to the department. GMC has proposed to check ‘effluent quailty in‘the

- - discharge holding basins before dsschargmg tovernify perm:t mets are. met If limits aren't met, the wastewater could

RRER wastewater eiascharges

- “'be recycled back to:the: mine, mill, or tailings. pond.. This would be an zdeal sttuatlon Which would prevent any
e wolatlons of wate; qaakty cntena ;r; ﬁze Wscousm Rwer .

In the event a dlscharge vzoiates an efﬂu&nt ilrnzt the degree and frequency of the v;ola*hon would be evaiuated to
- ~determine what DNR action is appropnate Ranges of action include a notice of violation, an  enforcement
“conference to discuss what action: is necessary. to. prevent future violations, the issuance of an order with a
i i-compiiance schedule to achieve compliance, and refe:‘ral to the Aﬁomey Genefal‘s Ofﬁce for prosecutmn if violations
% persist. * Fines, forfeitufes and other enforcement remedies appaar in. ch 147 W's Stais wh;ch regu§ates aEE

Thls system of self-momtonng is the same procedure fcitowed by aii other wastawater dischargers in the state As
- a'check on the company’s monitoring; the department also would conduct compliance surveys during which “split”
'samples are collected by department staff and arsatyzed by. the state !abnratory for comparison. “The expefience
of the DNR. has been that false reports of discharges are very rare, and that the penaitxes for faislfy;ng reports are
-senous : ;

- 'Persans cnmiated of a wastewater dxscharge waiaunn can be ﬁner} up to SSGOB per day of a ::onﬁnumg vmiahon

" Criminal charges can alsobe made for certain acts such as fraudulent reporting.. The Department has the authority
to-order immediate-closure of a facility in the event of an environmental emergency or threat to public health or
safety. ' In addition; failure to comply ‘with an order of the Department can, resuit in permit revacatmn and civil

penalties,

41. The DNR should require that an insurance policy be obtained by the operator to guarantee availability of funds
to pay fines imposed by the DNR.  How much liability insurance is currently carried by CMC?

‘Similar to environmental regulation practices in other states, the Wisconsin Legislature has not prov;ded the DNR
" with authority to-impose insurance requirements for the purpose of paying potsnﬂai future ﬁnes Hence any such
* fines would have to'be paid out of the company’s assets. _ _ e _

Under s. 144.86 of the Wisconsin State Statutes, a series of events occur after a mining permit has 'bé'en approved
- in this case, if a permit were issued, CMC would have to then furnish a bond and submit a certificate of insurance.
This insurance coverage would be an amount determined by. the DNR but not less than $50,000. The amount
required to ensure adequate liability coverage would be determined. via consultation with state nsk management
experts and with other appropriate state officials. This determination would not'be made until after the permits were
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issued. While $50, GOO is the minimum provided for by the Legislature, the Department believes. such-a small
. ameunt wouid appty to the vary smaiiest of mmes not an operation of the s;ze of CMC‘s proposat

42, G n__:any amtmnt of msuranae replace the quaﬁty of the Wiscor;sm and Wcif Rwers?

.. Mi ' g;i_eglslaben and cther anvnronmental protectmn laws are sntanded to prevent serious water quahty detenorat;an
" in th "'state' Waierways if_ nvers iﬁ this state were' ‘threatened: with loss of quality by any: p:opmsed activity that
. DN vity 'cases not be permitted. DNR' staff are fully aware thatit is ‘ggsential to
" pro ! ed by state law. ‘We realize that with this proposed mine there exists the
h potannai for sezieus'long-tam’ harm to watar_ ality. ‘That'is why we are being extremely figorous and cautious in
our Teview. 'DNR staff have made many requests for new information from CMC; and have suggested or- required

o _numemus 'changes ta the rmmng pmJect des;gn and operahon through thzs stage m our review . of the pfe;ect

L '.43 'The Net Proceeds Tax on mining means that CMC will only’ mmpensate aﬁected communzhes when it is

7 the Mmmg 1

h _ makmg a pmﬁt, i probiems deveiop with the plpeﬁae, there may not be money to pay fer ezwuronmentai repairs

e rst entence of t?us statement is true Annaal paymeﬁts o the aﬁected mumcipalities hy -
" nt& Loca _-impar:k Fund Board are’ based on the aat proceeds tax payments by the. o;:eratcr
.. There ma _be'hmes over the fife of the mining pfo;ect when the campany does not-make a profit.or.does not show

-enougt __fa profitto generate tax paymens sufficient to cover these annual payments ‘Discretionary. grants from
the Mmmg Investment and i.ocai Impact Fund’ Board could be avaiiabla for: impacted communities. In add:ﬁan the
local agreement process- provides a mechanism whereby mummpaiittes can negotiate with.the company.: so that
. minimum payments are guaranteed every year regardiess cf the company 'S pfoﬁtablhty This was mplemented in

' _':'f::::"'ﬁ'ihe local agreements wsth the Fiambeau Mnmng Company

_:"{he responsnbality of the company to camply wnth ail ap;alicahie pemts and laws and te take necessary carracuve

_actions should some unforeseen event take place is independent of their degree of profit, - To-further. ensure the
" availability of necessary funds for critical’ aspec!s of the  project ‘in- case: the company. does default on its

responslblmy, the state reqwres posting. of th;rd pariy forms of ﬁnancaai surety such as: perfermance bends,
-_;_j:cemﬁcates ofdepasxtsoﬂetters ofcredst _ o R TR R A _ iy [ R

o s said thi e DNR whether the W&s@ensm Rwer s paﬂ: af the mine ssta and that GMC wanld
L not be. respons: ;| p;leanap and mamtenance of properties- ot on the mme stte is th;s true and ifit i as, is the
"{BNR consiciaﬁng nanmgﬂwii\ﬂsconsm Rsveraspartofﬁxesﬂe? : i i M s

-_Tha Wnsconsm mvef wouid not be wnsrdered pad of the mining site. The pipaiine and assocuated facahties would -

3 _:be regu%ated as part « of the mining site, _and as: ‘stich the construction, ‘operation; ‘and reclamation. of the p;peiiﬂe
_“would be regulated under the mining permxt and other applicable department permits.: Should the discharge cause

_ environmental damage, the DNR retains the authority to require CMC 1o take remedial actions, impose penalties
and fines on the company and seek additional compensation from the company for damages to the enwrenment

e Mamtmng

45. Lake Mce should be man:tored ohan annuat bas:s for heavy me:al accumuiahoas

'_ it ss posssb&e that Laka Aﬁ{:e, akmg wsth other ségments and impoundments:of the: river:wouid be monitored for
concentration trends in the surface water and sediment, if the: proposed discharge were:approved.. As: mentioned
in response #8, some data exists and other monitoring is planned. Refertoresponses #6, #8,#9 and #21 regarding

- sedzments and, impoundments for more dzscussien _

:46 W!m wauid pay for aﬂ the z:mstaﬁng? Who w:ﬂ pay’ far cleanup if the p:pe is mptured due ta frost or
_.oonstmcban wark? After the 40 year monitoring period, who'is responsible for paying for- any cleanup and who will

 be responsible for problems. assouated mth the abandoned ptpeﬁne?
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~ CMCis responszbie for all costs of their monitoring program. Department costs associated with surveillance of the
.. operation would be paid_ for out of the DNR‘s budget ldentlcal ta i'he procedures for aii other pubitc and pnvate

 dischargers in the state,

CMC would be responsible for repairing any damage to the pipe!i-ne and for ahy other heééssary remédial .actions
associated with such damage. Should a third party actually cause the damage through some-unauthorized or
- unintentional actlon the rmmng company couki seek compensatron from that par&y {or |ts damages

Under the mining long term lability law admmrstered by the Department ef Indastry Labor & Human Reiatrons a

_. mining company retains perpetual liability for any injury or property damage which occurs as a result of the

- "'operahon Therefare, ifthe pipeline were to collapse and cause prubiems some 1nmee inthe dsstant future CMC and
s parent or successor compames would be iiable far the damages # SR sl

47 Is there oonﬁnuing monitoring of the effects of the discharge on wsld!ife? The DNR should show dccumented
_ (not computer ssnerated) ewdence that the heavy metals wxll not cause probiems for ﬁshzng and waterfowl now
or:nyearstoocm T i ST e e T e

The preposed effluent must meet all appilcabie water: c;uality standards wh:ch include those desrgned ta protect
wildlife. *The wildlife communuy will receive the same protection as the aquatic.life .community. and the human
population wiil receive through the implementation of our current water quality standards. In addressing the question
regarding evidence that heavy metals will not cause problems for fish and other aguatic life, the bioaccumulation
of pollutants through the food chain is a major component of the water quality: criteria for the protection of humans
and wildlife. The extent to which pollutants bioaccumulate is reflected in the water quality criteria. The amount of
fish that humans and top predator organisms {e.g. ‘eagles) 'consume is meant to account for-exposure to a chemical
by mgesting fish which contain‘a poliutant. ‘it should also'be noted thatthe water quality criteria for the protection
of wildlife are based, in part, on the toxicity ‘of a given' pollutant to waterfowl. The long-term fate of any. poliutant
-and the potential for adverse effects to occur after a number of years is a'very legitimate concemn and-one that we
'do our best to assess.

B 48 Will fiow monitoring be a requirement in the wastewater treatment permit? Who will momtor for Ieakage during
.. the operations period? ‘How/who will de’termlna ifvalues vary enough along the prpeﬁna to determine if there is a
" leak? How will the leak be fouind along the 38-mile pipeline, especrai%y if it-is in‘sandy soils or wetlands? Would
"thers ba any aliowable !eakage&: from the pipe before the system woukd have fo be shut down?

The wastewater treatment permit would | requrre effluent flow monitoring, which would occur at 3 Jocations - at the

) dsscharge from the treatment plant, at the booster pump station around the half way point near Monico, and at the

‘point of ciischarge into the Hat’ Rapids Dam. ‘The pipeline would be equipped with continuous flow monitoring

devices. Should drops in ‘operating pressure and leaks be detected; the company would:be required to stop

pumping and repair the problem. A telemetry system would send datato the plant control room for continuous
_monitoring. Flow values at these locations would be compared to one another in order to monitor for leaks.

Contingency plans

49. If there are leaks or permit violations of efﬂuent imﬂs wzi! the wastewater treatment fac:&ty have the capaaty
to handle the storage of untreated wastewater? What if there is excess water? . - _

There would be some storage capacity'in the wastewater treatment system provided by the 2 influent storage basins
. and2 dtscharge heldmg basrns Each of these baszns would have a capacaty of 1.73 million gaiions which together

" were full anda drscharge wasn‘t aEiowed because efﬂuent limits. weren’t met orif the papeﬁne is brokﬁn and can't
be used, excess water could ga to the ta;lings pond S R .

50. How vnll the promd prpeﬁna be kept from freezmg S0 that serious leaks wzii not rievelop due o severe cold
_'temperaturas in wmter? _ o
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o '.sated in relahon ta prwate tasldenm? :

The pipeline ‘would be buried at-least 4% feet, and under roadways and driveways it wouid be 7 to 8 feet deep.
" This would provide: ‘separation from the frost. The water.is. also. uniikely to freeze because it would be flowing.
Pipeline road crossings and outstanding water resource stream crossings would be constructed so 2he p:peime is
;nstalled msrde a steei cassng ta prov;de further protectaorz from breakage and leaks.

T Na:se and azr pallut;on

51. What abuu! notse assouated mth pspefme pump stabnns, air vents. éﬁd 'Béastef'éthﬁdnS? ‘How will they be

: The QNR does not raguiaie mise or nalsa paiiuhon No;se outsuie factones and other busmesses is: generaﬁy only
regulated by local govemmants ' The one.booster pump. station pro posed aior;g the 38 mile route of the effluent
pipeline would be located using criteria similar to that used for sewage collection system pumping stations.
-“Currently, this one ‘station:is proposed to be located. somewhara near Monico, but no specific site has yet been

- proposed. It wouki be installed below the surrounding land surface and be accessible through a manhole. The

pump would be elaci‘nc powersd and amli a iow humrmug smmd that shouid be audihle only in mmadlate proxim;ty
toihepump S _ : _ .
S The twu mam pnmps wouid be iocatad.pn.;thefpl_az}_t'-site}and sh__o_u_id'_be ;n_eﬁ k_'_m;i_e'f manfa_ common municipal sewage

'-'-'traatmentplantpump i S S S BN

-52 ls thare an alr quaii!y wncem w;th ihese booster sta%nons?

Because t!:e pump motars are: eiactncaﬂy powered they would em:t :;o axr wliutants of concem The air vents
~would be similar to those located:along natural:gas. pipeline corridors.  They would.allow air carried along by the
““{reated wastewater o escape from the pape‘éne, where: the ﬁne CIOSSes: hngh pomts along the route, Thus vented
“airwould not r:ausg -anyair quality problem. . [ : I _ g

P;pelme ramavai

g 3':53;---"'CMG shauld be.requed to ramove ;npeﬁnes r.m pnvata pmperly upon oomplehon of the pro}ect. “There could,
""be problems with scale and: residue and patenhai future: gfoundwater contamination: from: this residue when the -

resuiue Iinds i& way-out of the pipe. ‘Also, there may be future physical prob!ams w:th pipe fallum under dnveways

-Accumuiahon of msldue inside: the pl;:eﬁne is-unlikely.: Suspendeci sofids and substances which precipitate out

= wiould be removad hy the wastewater treatment system.- in addition, the pipeline. would be designed and operated

o gg the' wastewater has a self: ciaamng flow velocity to. prevent the accumulation of materials inside the pipeline.
-/ There could be potential future- pmbiems thh the ampty pipeﬁae, such as. subsuience of the soli above it xf the ;xpe
-'-waiiscollapse.butﬁﬂsmaise unﬁka!y SR L

The ﬁnai dispnsa! of the pipeline u;;on pfoject closure has not yet been cietenmned We wnii evaluate the need for
removal of the pipeline (which would disturb the entire right-of-way again}, along with other aﬁernatwe abandnnment
pract%::es, mciudmg ﬁﬂmg the plpeﬁne or s:mpiy leavsng the dramed pipeﬁae in place

Cost of zhe pem:ttmg pmcess
'54 How mwh has (:Mﬁ pasd for the pemmmg pmcess? How much of this are the taxpayers paymg for?

The: pubEc is mt paymg fBi‘ the ;aemutt:ng pracass CMQ has paad a sm GOG pemat fee with submittal of the mining

- " permit application and other fees required by other permit. appimatmns In addition, CMC must pay. the cost of all

permit evaluations, reviews, and the preparation of the EIS (regardless of whethar the pmjez:t is aﬁamately approved
or nof). The DNR bills the company for these costs in two different ways, Quarterly, CMC is billed for the
' -gnvironmental impact statement and consultant costs.. To date CMC has paid more than $188,000 for these costs.
Following completion of the permit review process, CMC will be billed for all permawa!ated ‘costs less any fees paid
at the time of submittal. Through the end of 1995 the accumulated permitting costs were about $322,000. ’

20




o _':Pmpeny vafues

1 What wil} thls discharge do to propezty values?

-"'Fﬂor 1o appmvmg *the perrmt appi!cat:on the Bepartment wculd set efﬂuent Iimats that tha company would have o
meet. In addition, the.plans for the wastewater: treatment plant would have to be approved by Department engmeers
to make certain it could treat wastewater to the reqmrad level. Effluent limits are set based on ‘some very
conservative dilution assumptions designed to protect the existing fish and aquatic life and the current uses in the
'W‘scensm Rwef “Effluent: limits ‘also take: into ‘consideration the. potant:ai problems that toxic substances might
“cause in bsgher concentrations, the potentxai concentratsaa and accumulation of toxic substances in ﬁsh wildlife
e carssumphnn and: ‘human health concems. :As a result; the dzscharged water. wouid contain.only minute amounts
-~ of heavy' metals; for example The goal ‘of setting effluent mits is-to maintain the. levels of ;;Qtentlalty toxic
substancas weii beiow the threshoid !evel where they are problematlc for humans- and aquatac i fe.. ' -

o As a rasutt of tha iimtatmns on the promsed dascharga there should: be no noticeable changes in the ﬂow or quality
. _of the nver water below the d:scharge s:te ~The averags dxscharge quantlty added to fhe average ﬁow m-the river
o ij . - .

586, This discharge w:it be detumental io tounsm in the area is the effect uf thas project on tounsm cuns;dered in
ﬁ:epemﬁtbngmooess? S D 8 T A LR G e e

= Potential’ tmpacts oh iounsm willbe conszdefed in the pro;ect's Env;ronmental impact Statement the draft of whlch
.1s due mbereieasad iat ﬂft;ns year or riy._next year : I T e T :

& 57 The redm:ed ﬁow in the wmr'Rwer may also negaﬁvelv affoct femaﬁ‘"’

Apprexumately 660 gailons of groundwa’ter ps; minuta is expectad to be lost from the Wolf R;ver dramage Therefc;‘e
we must assume that this entire 600 gallons per minute of groundwater flow: would be lost fmm the Wolf River basin
_due tothe wastewater dlscha:ge increased evaporatmn, and other reasons. This reduction in flow would. equai only
- about: ﬁve percent 'of the ten year low-flow. {Q; o) in the river.. The percentage of the reduction of fiow for the
' average or peak river flow would be s:grzzﬁcanﬂy less than five percent. . This drop in flow would not be sufficient
* o have any tmpact on t%:e ﬁsher,r, nor on canaezng, ramng, scemc enjoymeni or.other: recreaﬁonai pursunts further

| downsyeam.

" Drawdown fmm manmade Iakes

§8. iIs it possible that the Nokomis, Ramboﬁ Wiliow.!ersey andSpmtresewmrs cou!dexpenence additional
drawdown to flush additional contaminants and BODs resulting from this pm;ect, as has happened for the paper
mliis?

“No. These reservoirs’ {and ai athars on me Wsconsm River) are not aperated to ﬁush waste from the nvef The
Wisconsin Valley Improvement Company LAVIC): operates the upper river reservoirs as. sta;age reservoirs to the
Wisconsin River. Their goal is to reduce flood peaks and increase summer dry period flows to maximize the power

’generatxon at the generator dams aieng the mam stem af the river. e I

The effect of this nparatioa doses beneﬁt tha waste assimﬁahan of tbe nvar by pmwdmg more summer ﬁow during
periods that would niormally experienice lower flows without the reservoirs. .Except in rare conditions. (once per ten
years), WVIC does not alter operation for waste assimilation for the present dischargers, nor would they alter
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operation for an additional discharger. WVIC does attempt to maintain a minimum flow during rare extreme
droughts that would benefit both waste assimilation and power generation at the same time. in addition, the
discharge permit would not be directly related to the average flow of the Wisconsin River.. .There would be one set

~of limits which would be based upon the historic low-flow of the river, and those fimits would have to be complied
" with for the life of the permit, regardiess of whether dam operation increases the dry-weather flow of the river.

" Chaice of discharge location

59, Has the DNR considered requiring full treatment: of mine wastewater :as an.altemative to permitting the
' proposed discharge to the Wisconsin'River? Why can't they keep the treated water where it is and discharge it
* " 'there? If the tachnology s available to treat the wastewater to Wolf River standards, why can't they do that-and
' “discharge into Swamp Creek? ‘And why is CMC paying to pipe it to Hat Rapids instead.of discharging at
Rhinelandaif = ¢ i st L g S i e Tt e 0 s T e e

The DNR cantt specify to any-discharger the location of a proposed discharge, but instead reacts to whether the
selected by the permit applicant is acceptable based on state & tutes and administrative codes, and if the
level of treatment wouid meet the effluent limits. The Department has no authority to require a discharger

mits more conservative than those required.  The tevel of required wastewater treatment is dependent

e use classification of the receiving water. The Wolf River is an Outstanding Resource Water {the highest

" water quality classification), so-any discharges to it must be of higher quality than a discharge to the Wisconsin

“River. This is because the Wisconsin River is of 2 lower use clas_éiﬁcztiﬂaf(alwam-w'_atgt;:sjp;art_.;_ﬁsn_wat_ér);.;_--.-_lf::{;M&

proposed a discharge to the Wolif River system, it would require a very expensive and sophisticated treatment
system. Such a system would be costly to operate, consume a lot of energy, require complex monitoring, and
would be less reliable than the most conventional treatment systems. Based on these criteria, and following its
__analysis ‘of alternative discharge methods and sites, the company chose the Wisconsin River as its proposed
““discharge.” The Hat Rapids dam site avoids residential and commetcial:development in Rhinelander and offers a
mechanism to allow for rapid mixing of the treated wastewater and river water. -

- g0; ‘The discharge into the Wtsunnmnmverisas much of & concem o the Sokaogon Chippewa Community as
i wasthepmposaddischargeto ‘Swamp Creek due fo the presence of wild rice beds in:Lake Alice. . N

Wild rice populations in lakes and streams | aturally fluctuate between good and bad years.. Wild rice can be -
. _harmed by high water occurring between mid May and early June, when plants are young and susceptible. The
o p(c:gosfad_w:as_fewétgf-dis‘bharge would be such a small percentage of the total high water flow that it could not be

o measumdandwcuidhave no ma's_drablé'-éffe'ct_'-cnj'_m'gé_rica-:heds downstream from Hat Rapids dam. ..

" The potential ffect on the rice beds of ‘pollutants in the discharge cannot be:fully evaluated-until the wastewater
characterization study is complete. Any potential impacts will be-described in the EIS that DNR is developing. .
‘Estimates’ of the water quality and character of the proposed Crandon-Mine wastewater discharge, if proved
accurate, indicate any resulting changes in the quality of the Wisconsin River would be quite small. This would
minimize the chance that wild rice could be affected by the mine effluent. The DNR is aware of a current study
being conducted by the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildiife Commission. (GLIFWC) on the effects of metals in
~ water on wild rice, but this study has not yet been released. '

" River allocalion of discharged metals

61. Itis unfair that communities such as Tomahawk are being required to install expensive impmvemé'r'itxs to their
wastewater treatment plants to reduce the concentrations ‘of poliutants released, while at the same time allowing
_ :ghﬁaddiﬁoﬁa{é”gsfc_har_g@ into the river wh_ich_jﬂou_sdf-cpn:ain more of these chemicals. . .. - R

The wastewater from a municipal discharger like the City ef.-Tomahéﬁi‘cTainé the -prnpﬁsqd-ziﬁﬂﬁ'étﬁéi:éis';:_h:akge from
_the mine wouid be very different in nature. ‘Municipal wastes are dominated by organic materials from households,
while the proposed mine discharge would contain mostly inorganic substances fike metals, and high.concentrations

" of sulfates. (Sulfates are only regulated ‘in‘groundwater and drinking water. sources, not in: surface waters.)
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Kowever, the discharge requirements for CMC would be to the same water quahty standards as the other

o 'dlschargers, and may m:t be- any less Sfﬂﬁgeﬁt than the ’““"'c'paimes

_ The. only limitations in Tomahawk‘s current dlscharge pemt are for BGD suspended soixds Ph and ::hlonne Of
those, only the chiorine limit'is water-quality ‘based. The. permtt currently. has o requirements, reiated to the
discharge of metals. SR e

'62 ‘Leachate from local landfills i already being transported to -an. industrial treatment plant and to a distant

murucapal plant. Doesn' this imply that local treatment plants-are at capacity - and do not have the abiiaty to treat
. . any more waste? And does thls not also mean that the W'sconszn River is at capacdy in terms of the additional
_;_contanunanislteanampt? CER : S e are

Fizst no iocal plant would be receiving or traatmg any mme wastawater CMC praposes tn huﬁd lts own piant at
the mine site. Second, treating leachate as you describe is generally done if another plant operates in a way that
better treats ‘effluent to remove dangerous pollutants, or if another plant has.excess capacity, which can make it
cheaper to truck effluent for treatment, as opposed to expandmg or modifying the exastsng plant. It can also avoid
'damaga to the Iocat treatment plant, if waste. has compounds in it that- harm the bacteria or other. campanants that

o treat waste in an ord;nary mumcupa% system Finally, many. systems cannot treat. iandﬁii 1eachate sufﬁclentty to

_Temove ‘enough contaminants to meet dlscharge standards, 50 asmg a speclaﬁzed ;ndustnal or other treatment piant
is a batter way to protect the quahty of the Wsaons:n River.- T DY PO S

. Thefact thai some leachate from landfills is belng treated at facilities other than locai treatment plants does not infer
“or support a conclusion that the Wisconsin River is at capacity for some substances. This.may be done for the
" “reasons stated above. Based on preliminary effluent fimits, which take into canSideratlon current Wsconszn River
background water quality, the Crandon® Mine discharge- would be in. compliance, ‘so-there. is ‘capacity for the

o dnscharge

B ';:Fom:grr oumership of mmmg company

c _f"‘:63 ‘How ¢an nur state permt a foreign mdust:y to pu! more ﬁnanelal burden on our mbzens and more stram on

b :; our rwer?

Aithough ohe of CMC‘s parent camparzzes R;o A!gcm is regastered in Canada !he Granden Mmmg Cempany ﬂ;self

is @ Wisconsin general partnership - not a foreign industry. 1n addition, the law in Wisconsin does not require mining

permit applicants to be organized in this state or in this country, nor does it exclude those companies with multi-

. -hational cperat:ons The mining laws and other environmental protection requirements that apply to mznmg
_ prcposais haip easure that a rmnmg pmject doas not: resalt in a ﬁnanc;al burden to the state.

) Mlmng ls a legal achvity in this - state prov;ded that it is done wnihm the. §im:ts unpased by vanous applicable

environmental protection laws ‘and Tules. An applicant is free to propose a.mining project and the state is cbﬁgated
to review that proposal. This review, however, is not done at state expense (see response #54). Also, 2he DNR
_wﬂl not approve the pro;ect if unacceptable lmpacts to the environment would occur.

- DNRs role anaf mspans:bfktfes

64, The DNR has a trust responsuiuﬁty to pwiect our resources for future geae;abons haw r:anld the DRR permit
this mine and wastewater dtscharge ptpeﬁne?

The trust responsibility regarding the pubﬁc waters cf WSccnsm |s upheid by DNR's ;mpiementahon of natural
" resources laws enacted by the legislature, -and the administrative codes that.pertain.to these laws. These laws
“embody pubtic demands regarding resource protection, to the extent that the collective actions of legisiators reflect
“the wishes of thelr constrtues\ts Current state law perm:is a iarge number of wastewater dxscharges to pﬂbiic lakes

and straams
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" A"primary tool'the DNR uses to protect Wisconsin's water resources is the set of water quality standards in the

Administrative Codes. ‘Wastewater such-as that from a mine cannot be discharged without a Wisconsin Pollution
'Discharge Elimination System permit. Permits under this system are written and enforced to assure that water
*quality standards are maintained and our water resourcesare protected. The means used to determine what types
"and ‘concentrations of wastes: canbe discharged into state. waters. is. discussed in response #20 of this

comment/response summary. IR ' I

: 65 The : additxa na! M e sita by tbé 'g_;hang_a;_in;__di_s#ha:geE.l_ocat%oz_a from Swamp Creek to the Wisconsin
R:verreqwrasthatWR haitwnrk on drafting the Crandon Mine BIS.: o0 SRR

This change mthemimng;:lan :doeﬁs'::re'qt_sira 'ad&iﬁqﬁa'i study and anaIVStS, butit d;):aé netjustsfythatDNRhait work
on the EIS draft. Many areas of study and analysis ‘are ongoing while DNR staff simultaneously work on drafting

 Gactons ofthe EIS for which we do have adequate nformation. -

+ environmental threa

 “The state legislaturs estabiished tne existing mining laws that provide the framework for mining reguiation in the
. state. Under current law, CMC i entitled to attempt to demonstrate that it can meet the environmental protection -
~and other requirements .of the ‘mining- laws. DNR is:responsible for implementing_the mining laws. - This

rgs_;s'pnsiibility_ includes reviewing the mining proposal and judging whether the project can meet the environmental
o leauroments of e,

1t does ot defend the proposals:of Crandon Mining Company (nor any other company, agency,
_ oup, etc:), but we are legally obligated to make sure that everyone in the state is treated equitably under
_,*:r'e_ga'fd-le'ssi’pfpubﬁc: "o"pinion-i-?or.?nrs'aga%nst;_a-:spe_niﬁcr-;pmieqt-._ B T A

At times, It is useful to present information by comparing the impact of a proposed project, such as a mine, to the
impact of other permitted activities that have long ‘been ongoing and seem to have general public acceptance. This
~_can help concerned: citizens judge whether certain aspects.of a project really ‘merit their continued concern. At
" timies, some of these comparisons may show that certain aspects of a project pose even less of a heaith or other

than do long-established practices such as disposi g of treated municipal or manufacturing .
intent of these comparisonsis 1o help people focus on those aspects.of a project that pose.
reats, ot fo defend the project as awhole.. .« o o e

comparatively great

8T Why oesﬂ'aeENR uppo:tthe mte’smmngiaws?

‘The mining laws and other natural resource: protection laws that apply fo _mining projects are the result of the
_ legislative process.. The DNR is the state agency responsible for implementing these faws. In this position, the
“agency has no official "position™ on"or support for mining, as. it is not the DNR's role to promote mining or
" “discourage mining.  If 'an applicant can'show compliance with all of the environmental protection. requirements,
" criteria, and standards, DNR must grant the necessary permits and approvals. . .. ...

Frequently DNR staff or administrators are invited to testsfyatlegxslaﬁve 'hea'iih'g's on b}bposéﬂ-"ﬁﬁﬁiﬁg'lfégi_siaﬁon

or asked by legislators about particular aspects of the mining Jaw. DNR haS;;gupppft:e_a.;.;;pme_raus bills to strengthen

the mining law.in the past several years. Most recently, a bill concerning proof of financial responsibility required
oy ining Comipaniee was BIGRBEFIALD W: 225w S5 i 1 i sl enA TR

“The State appealed the Rusk County Circult Court decision because It is feit that the statutes clearly do not
authorize the imposition of a ban on sulfide mining. The legisiature created:an approval/denial process under which
" each mining project is evaluated on'its own merits regardiess of the type of ore body involved. The appeal also
was the fastest way to resolve the question, for had the DNR implemented a ban on sulfide nﬁn'iagi_-iz'ﬂéuld ‘have
been sued by the mining industry. The appeals court decision released in June overturned the Circuit Court

decision.
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' by the state

69 Wouid the DNR make sure that a compiete copy of tha EIR and EIS is sent to the Tomahawk lerary?

Followmg the. May 20 public meetmg, erartmant staff cantacted the petson makmg the request Prekus}y, three
volumes of CMC's EIR had been sent to this person. Subsequently, Volumes 1 & 2 of the EIR, the TMA Feasibility
Report and Addenda, and the Mine Permlt Apphcahan were maaied The person receivmg the documents wili place
_.them in the Tomahakaubiac Lzbrary : : T S

' 70 A Federa! Energy Reguiatory Camrrussxon (FERC) pennit IS requlred befare settmg standards far any
_dlscharge ' : _ _ c _

The Clean Water Act reguiates dnscharges mte surface watets Th:s authonty has heen delegated in the State of
. Wisconsin to the DNR. FERC does not have control over discharges into turbines, as this is a water quality issue
- coverad by the Clean Wﬂtﬂi‘ Act. Hawever FERC doés regulate the structurés and operations of hydropower dams
' on navigable water. In the unlikely event that FERC would consider the structural change to.the.dam:{adding a
discharge structure) significant, they might want to-review the structural specifications. That would have to be
resolved between the dam. owner and FERC However, all aspects of dxscharges to surface waters are regulated

B ﬁ_ Pub!:c mvaivement

"'71 The V\Iisconsm Erw;mnmental Poﬁcy Act (WEPA) reqmra; that DNR hold a farmal scape of study" heanng

WEPA (Sechon 1. 11 Wis. Siats) does not requ:re that a scoping hearmg be held The state rnmsng iaws requite
that DNR provide public notice that a mine permit application has been received, and that public comments be
collected for 45 days after that notice, but agam no ‘public'scoping hearing is required by the mining law.

B _-”I"he haanng the Degaxtment holﬁs aﬁar recetpt of mine permit applications (and held after we received the Crandon
__Mme parmst appi:cahon) is: required by a erartmant-adopted administrative rule. ltisintended as a means for the
'public to. parkacnpate m a forurn at the very begmnmg cf the mme perm:t review: process :

L -Any complex pra;ect not nniy mlnmg proposais is likeiy to snvolve madiﬁcaucns as review of an applacatlon

proceeds. When modifications occur, the Department recognizes that itis necessary to obtain pertinent additional
information. We have been requesting and obtaining this additional information from CMC. .We also have been
.compnﬁng information to address the public cnacefns regardmg tha W‘scons;n Rwar dlscharge as this public
_ comment summary reﬂects ' ST e : : o

72 Why dxd the DNR waxt so long to grant thts pubﬁc meet:ng?

For other similar permit review pmcesses |t is typical to accept puhlic com:nent followmg issuance of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. It is not typical to hold public meetings during the time of information gathering.
However, an exception was made for the Crandon meeting due to evidence of substantial public interest. Further,
a December 14, 1995 letter from a board member of Environmentally Concerned Citizens: of Lakeland Areas
(EGCOLA) requested a spnng meetmg, m A;mi or May, 1996 The meetmg was held May 20. '

o 73 ‘M':y t:an‘t l.mooln County, efc. enter into local’ agreemen’s w:th CMC? Forest County is aiiuwed to make a
_demssaa wmch wsll aﬂ‘ecﬂt Lim:oin County, and meein {:auniy has no chmce in the matter. _

Section 144.839, Wis. Stats., authorizes local umts of gavemment whlch have zonzng of land use cantrol over any
~_aspect of a proposed mining project, and other municipalities within which any part of the mining site is located, to
_ 'negchate iocai agreements Uncein County daes aat meet ezther nf ﬁxese two criteria. :

74, At the heanng ‘and through the maai the EJNR was presented wrth pehnms centazmag appmx:mately 1675

signatures opposing the discharge to the Wisconsin River. The Petenwell-Castle Rock Property Owners
Association, Inc., the Citizens for a Healthy Environment and Economy in the Rhinelander area (CHEER), the
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Deliwood ‘Snowmobile ‘Club of Adams .County, -and the Town of Skanawan. in Lincoln County each submitied
resolutions opposed to discharge to the Wisconsin River. How many individuals need to be opposed to the pipeline
- for the DNR to deny the permit? Is there a number or percentage of the population pppe_seg_i that could be met that

These petitions and resolutions underscore the fact that there is.a lot of public concern over the CMC project. This
public concemn serves to bolster DNR's position that our current, extremely rigorous review of this proposal is
“warfanted. By law, a regulatory decision to issue atreated.mine wastewater discharge permitis to be made on the
basis of a technical, scientific review of the project and its impacts. The decision is not subject to a public vote.
The role of voling is in electing local and state tepresentatives to represent the public will in developing natural
resource legislation and policy. O AT - e .

*. 75" The DNR should hoki hearings at-all large lakes and cities over 2,000 people from the point of discharge
“downstream to Prairie du Chien because the mining project would affect the Wisconsin River all the way to the
* ‘Mississippi River. T A ST T
As explained in our responses, the effluent limits that would be imposed upon CMC's proposed discharge are
designed specifically to protect the aquatic resources and downstream uses of the river. If the discharge were
permitted, downstream river communities and those who used the river for recreational purposes wouid not be able
to observe any differences in flow or water quality. At the Petenwell and Castle Rock flowages, located
" ‘approximately 130 and 150 river miles south of the proposed discharge, it would be impossible to measure any
water quality changes resulting from the project using the most advanced scientific measuring techniques available
to us today. For this reason, there is no need for public ‘hearings as requested, and public comments on the
discharge should ‘be made after reviewing the.draft environmentat impact statement (DEIS) on the proposal.

76. Are the dumments.fréﬁa-.'phbﬁc heér'iri'gs_-.reafty;_'used_ bj}'i:?ébma?._ L

" public comments are solicited, welcomed, and used by DNR staffin evalualing mining proposals. Public comments

 are relied ‘upon to-help determine the. full-range -of issues and potential impacts .posed by a mining project.
However, public comments are. ot used like ballots, and. cannot be substituted for the legally-prescribed process
of scientifically evaluating a project in fight of legislatively established criteria for making decisions. i

77. When is the next opportunity to offer comments to the DNR on this project? Piease inform us of future
hegﬁng'sandméeﬁngswiﬁxCMC.sowa:caaattend,- B R -

The next public hearing, an opportunity for direct public involvement, will be held following the release of the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS). A public hearing must be held no sooner than 30 days and no later than
80 days after release of the DEIS. The DE!S is expected to be released during the latter months of 1986 or early
1897. At any time, however, comments and questions may be sent to the DNR project manager:

Bill Tans (1SS/6)
P.O. Box 7821
Madison, WI- 53707

Technical meetings are held on a regular basis with CMC. The mestings are set up to allow exchange of ideas and
information between the ‘Company and its: consultants -and the Department and its consultants. In addition,
representatives from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, other relevant
federal and state agencies, and potentially affected tribal and local governments may participate. Technical
meetings are not designed to receive input or comments from the general public. o

Although we will not be entertaining public questions 6r comments at t'_hia:s_é iechﬁ?cé% méeﬁt__ig’s_, gve'm' ong is welcome

to attend technical meetings as observers. If you wish to obtain copies of our file materials or you have questions
regarding the technical meetings, please contact the Department.in Rhinelander or Madison.
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With increasing public interest in the proposed Crandon Mine, many people have requested to be notified of all

... future meetings between the Department and the Company. Although we are unable to notify each of you on an

" individual basis of upcoming mestings, we have established a dedicated phone line (608-267-7534) that will have

an up-to-date recorded announcement of scheduled meetings. ‘The recorded message lists the time, place, and

topic of meetings scheduled with sufficient lead time to be on the recording. The announcement will not include
field verification activities of Department staff.” -~ =~ .
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Appendzx A

'fcoM?ARssons OF sewcmu EFFwEm cmmcr&msﬁcs FROM SOURCES NEAR THE PROPOSED
% ~* DISCHARGE AND THE FLAMBEAU MINE . o

Effiuent Voiume

Discharget Milion Gal/Day
Crandon Mine (proposed) 0.684
Fiambeau Mine 0.466
Tenneco Packaglng 5.026
Rhinelander Paper 6.162
American Tissue 0.088
City of Rhinelander 1.333
Clty of Tnmahawk _ : _ O 480

The ﬂcws rapresent average vai ues of efﬂuent dlscharged from the wastewater treatment system The Crandon |
Mma ﬂow is sstlmated based on groundwater mode!hng and geoioglcal site investigations.

COPPER Effluent Quality

Discharger uafl Lhs/Day
Crandon Mine (proposed) 5.7 0.03
Flambeau Mine 1.5 : 0.04
Tenneco Packaging 56 2.35
Rhinelander Paper 8.7 0.74
American Tissue - 2.9 0.0023
. City- of Rhinelander . . R . 1486 S 048
. City. afTemahawk : S AT A 019

Background = 0.33 pg/L (micrograms per liter)
Wisconsin Rn_ier at Hat Rapids Dam

LEAD Effluent Quality

Discharger _ : ua/l ' Lbs/Day
Crandon Mine (proposed) 0.016 0.00008
Flambeau Mine - 0.317 0.0012
Tenneco Packaging 9.3 0.39
Rhinelander Paper <4 <0.30
American Tissue <2 <0.0016
City of Rhinelander 6.5 0.072
City of Tomahawk - -

Background = 0,162 pg/L (micrograms per liter)
Wisconsin River at Hat Rapids Dam
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ZING Effluent Quality
Discharger o R T ogh Lbs/Day

_'_Crandon Mine (propased) CU e 2 0 0018

" Flambeau Mine ~ T R - RO TR O - - T
‘Tenneco Packaging: ¢ e 420 o178

__Rhinelander Paper ' SRR <3 Gl e %023

_ American Tissue’ T e D 2B gk e e 0080 e
City othinelander S e s B e e e 0 0800
Ciy of Tomahawk T e ol B e oo 018

Background = 1.2 pg/L (micrograms per liter).
Wisconsin River at Hat Rapids Dam

BOD Efﬁuent Quality
Dlscharger . -' Lbs/Day . .

Grandon Mine (pmf.mlsecl)1 R R - S _ 28

Flambeau Mine* = ' SETT e NIA NIA o 0
Tenneco Packaging R - B9 C 2812 R
Rhinelander Paper 18 1,396 -
American Tissue . 460 370

City of Rhinelander o 18 178

City of Tomahawk B 18 60 ..

Background = <3 mg/l. (milligrams per liter) -~ -
Wisconsin River at Hat Rapids Dam

! Estimated '
2 '{he Flambeau Mine does not reqmre a BOD hmit in its permlt s0 no data is available,
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.+ Appendix B
PILOT STUDY DATA

The Crandon Mining Company conducted treatability studies to evaluate treatment processes and optimum
treatment conditions. Synthetic wastewater was generated from actual rock, ore, and groundwater from the
mine site. This wastewater was treated in bench:scale (large beakers as treatment vessels) pilot tests at the
Foth & Van Dyke laboratory where the effectiveness of various treatment processes were evaluated. The
effluent was analyzed to the characterize the expected discharge quality. Bench scale tests. can accurately
simulate full scale processes. The following effluent sample from the bench scale treatability pilot study was
coliected on April 26, 1995. (DNR split sample analysis done by the State Lab of Hygiene.) .

* COD stands for chemical oxygen demand.
oxygen demand). No results were obtained

PARAMETER CONCENTRATION .-
Total Solids 1,430 mgi
cop’ A7 mgh
Hardness 830 mgl
Alkalinity .0 - 14 mglL
pH - 7.14 su
“Conductivity - - 1800 pmhos/cm
AmmoniaN = 0.804 mg/L
Nitrate N 5 0.217 mg/l
Total Kjeldahl N ~ 1.0 mgl
Chioride B . 41 mglk
Fluoride <021 mgh
Phosphorus 0.026 mg/L
Boron 0.046 mgll
Cyanide <0.01 mg/l. .
Aluminum 61.7 g/l
Antimony <2 ugll
Arsenic 0.3 pglt
Barium 150 pglt .
-Berylium - 0.005 pg/L
7 Cadmium 0,03 gl
Calcium- 190 mgiL.
Chromium 0.38 poll
Copper 5.7 polk
iron 50 pgh.
tead =~ 0.016 pg/l
Magnesium 87 mgil
Manganese 4.7 ugh
Mercury 40 ng/L
Molybdenum 4 ug/L
Nicke! 4.9 pgiL
Potassium 14 mgfl
Selanium 110 pgii
Silver 0.024 poit
Sodium 51 mg/L
- Sulfate 900 mg/L
Thallium <t ug/ll
Zinc 2.9 pgil

COD will always be a larger number than BOD (biochemical
from the BOD analysis dus to problems in running the test.
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BOD:
cCMC:
CcoD;
CTH:
DEIS:
DNR:
EIS:
GCL:
Mg/L:

. pgits

MMRA:
MODFLOW:
STH:

S.U.:

TMA:

USR:

- USGS:

WPDES:

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND. ABBREVIATIONS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CRANDON PROJECT

Biochemical Oxygen Demand -~

Crandon Mining Company

Chemical Oxygen Demand

County Trunk Highway

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Department of Natural Resources

Environmental impact Statement

Geosynthetic Clay Liner - ‘
milligrams per liter {1 milligram = 1/1000 gram), 1 gram = .0022 pound

~ micrograms per fiter {1 microgram = 1/1,000,000 gram), 1 gram = .0022:
- pound, 1 liter = 61-_.(}2_'-**’{:ju_b'ic;-?in_chesor_1.05-’-;%iq'uid quarts -
: -__:;_M'et'allic'-e.Min'i_ng--Recfamaj__ﬂon-.Act N

Computerized. groundwater flow model
State Highway -

-

standard units, units used to measure pH
Tailings Management Area

U.S. Route

U.S. Geological Survey

Wisconsin Poilution Discharge Elimination System
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introduction

The Depaﬂmem of Natural Resources (DNR) wishes to thank all of the citizens who attended
the April @ pubhc meeting at New London. As was intended, the Department received many
comments and questions:-during the. meeting.- :‘Many of these questions raised issues that the
DNR mtends to-analyze before publication.of the Draft Env:mnmentai Impact Statement L
(DEIS). _ .

Addmoaal :nfonnatlon is. avazlabla in.a number.of rscentiy izpdated mining information sheets

{caii Shanmm Fenner at’ 6&&267»2??0) off ces. __--g'-'_rhese are; Patentzal M:mng Bevelapmen! in.
Northern Wisconsin, The Cumulative: Impacts of Mining. Development in Northem Wisconsin,
How a Mine'is Permitted, Local Decisions in:Mining. Projects, Pmiec&ng Groundwater at
Mining Sites, Reclamation and Long~tenn Care. Requ;mmsnts for Mine. Sites in Wscansm

How the D partment of Natural Resources Regulates Mining, Addressing Public Concemns

--with Wisconsin's Laws Goveming ang 'anﬁ Wi scons:n <} Naf Proceeds Tax on Mn:ng ana‘
'Distnbutian afFunds 10 Munzc;paiitzes N R P . o

o For a comprehanswa descnptaon of hcw mlmng is: regulated refer tc An Overv:ew of Metalisc

Mineral Reguiat;on in'Wisconsin; by Thomas J. Evans, publlshed by the Wisconsin Geologicai
“and Natural History Survey (WGNHS)-as Special Report 13, 1996 (revised edition). The
document is ava:lable from the WGNHS office in Madison (phone: 608- -263-7389).

The following pages conta;n DNR responses to the questions and comments that arose at the
public meeting on April 9 in'New. London: ‘The Department has made an effort to include each
comment that was raised by rev;ewmg the questions.. submitted on cards and the videotape of
the meetmg Unfortunateiy. not all verbal questions from. the audience were audxble on the .
:tapa ﬁ- tha many mstancas that several mdsv;duais asked sxmiiar quest:ons an aitempt was
of course with the magn;tude of comments recewed lt is poss&ble that one or more quesﬂons
have been’ accidentally -overlooked. This is not the Department's intent, ‘and any questions not
answered within this ‘document should be sent to Bill Tans at the: folicwxng address: Bill Tans
(SSI&), Depariment of: Natural Resnumes, P.O. Box 79821, Madison, Wi 53707. The . .
questions and comments are written in boid 1ype -and the. Ibepartment responses. follow each
question‘in regular type. Where Wisconsin Statutes are paraphrased ihe reader is admsed fo.
check the original: §anguage if more: complete information:is desired. :




The DNR's Authority & Review Process

S @ With'the large a&nq&m-fpfjsta'ﬁ'gr;a-speda:-coasunants--peing used in this project
and a time span of six years or more being spent, does this project even stand a chance of .

not being approved? Does the DNR believe the figures that Exocon submits to you or-can you
prove them wrong? L - e

AT f-‘:_f"_'-_i'_ﬁé_jjmi_h_e_p:e;'m_it'_t'injg'ﬂpfté';:’ess;ﬁ'éimita-i' to-other regulatory reviews conducted by .
the DNR, is ‘a process through which the agency identifies whether a proposal meets or fails .
to"-.jnégéjtj__'_rgg'uiaipry"f?écjijitfémént_é;"'.ah-d_-i-’!__- ; applicant responds by amending the project .71 .
accordingly. The practical outcome of this approach is that the areas of disagreement. . ...

pl

between the agency and an applicant, and thus the grounds for the. agency to deny the .-
requested permits, tend to be minimized: However, it is likely that.not all areas of conflict will
béa'?!?s?h'i?d“‘??ib#'ﬁﬁt:a:":%%*isf@ii#  of DNR, ncy. :

conditions 1o be included in the permits.” Alternatively, if the. inds tha
" not meet the criteria specified in the applicable '.laws_ﬁan‘dz--'rg'g;z'latjicns;i}ref_gargi_lje's"é-_'gf_ the ..

“and the agency will then recommend specific

agency finds that the project will -~~~

'imposition of specific conditions, the permits would be denied. In the case of the Crandon '+

‘Project, there are still significant areas of disagresment between the DNR and the company,
some of which could lead to a recommendation for-denial of the necessary pemmits... . ...~

“The DNR reviews, .eva_ma-ie's,--a'nd must verify the data gathered by.the Crandon Mining

Compa'ny, (CMC) to be ‘certain it is accurate and ‘comprehensive. .

Tt A comment for the record: "The reorganization of the DNR making the . ...

Secretary of the DNR an appointed position, politicizes the approval process - because the

 Secretary decides the position making the final approval - judge or Secretary.” By whom and
" how is the decision made whether the final pproval is made by a law judge or the Secretary.

A tis true that the Secretary of the DNR will decide how the decision is made.

'Under Chapter 227 of the Wisconsin Statutes, the head of the Department can choose from.

three alternatives for making the final decision. Either the decision is made by the . =
_f.Deb_a’ftmen{;“*ih:eﬁ_ij’éc_i_sibh';i's ‘made by the Hearing Ex: miner, or a-recommendation is made by
“the Hearing Examiner and either approved or modified:by the Department.. After our ...

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is released, we will indicate how the decision will be .

. made. :

3.
Q: We know that recently the DNR has become nothing more than a puppet of the
govemnor. Why should we trust or believe any findings your agency may amve at? '

A: As in all projects, the Secretary has directed staff to review the Crandon project
in a thorough and professional manner. The DNR has aiso hired knowledgeable, independent
consultants to review the information provided by the company. The DNR consultants and
staff have developed an extensive record of their review activities of the proposal. DNR files
are public records open to anyone who wishes to examine them.



The above opimon neads fo'be examxned in wew of how the final decisions are made..
At the Master Hearing on the proposals and on the adequacy of the EiS, the trial-like format .
enables all interested persons, groups, agencles tribes and mumcnpahtzes 1o question any
aspect of mine deveiepment ‘waste storage, permit review, data: acquzsmcn data anaiyszs
and any ‘other related topic. it also -enables other pames to enter information: .or testimony into
the record. The final written decisions on the pemnis are based on the entire record, not just
on the DNR's passtlon Depadment staff who worked on this pmject will be made available,
under oath, for testimony and cross-examination. They will: be asked if their supervisors or
any others have influenced their decisions and if so, ‘how. F’maliy, the conclusions of the
decision-maker must be’ consxstent with the criteria in the law'on whether to.deny or grant the
permits and appfovals ‘Should anyene believe that the. process or resultant decas:ons were
ﬁni made appfcpnately, the decisions ¢an be appealed to-a court-of law. -

“The Department is fully aware of puhiuc: concemns regarding: political. ;nﬁuence in. th:s
process ‘We want you to understand that our review. has. been, and - thmugh the end of. thls
. process - ‘will always be, .based solely on the best scueni:f icreview possible. There w:il be no
L _'cther snﬂuences allawed to affect the permzt rewaw and davelopment ef the EIS .

ot @ Whyis the.DNR here iansght? ‘!‘o def&nd the m;mng ogerahon? Who does ihe '_ )
Department of Natural Resources woﬂ( fnr? What is the DNR’s stand on: ’the mme? o _

A The DNR was snvrted to thas meehng by the Wolf Rwer Preservatson Aihance
and the Tri-County Power Boat Association to provide a status report on the review process
and to respond to public concerns-about the proposed mine. -As stated previously, the BNR
has not taken & "stand” on the mine, but instead is a regulatory-agency having the. ..
responsibility to review the proposed plans and determine if the project could aomply wnih
environmental laws ‘and reguiatloﬁs The apphcabie laws wera developed by elected

g -represen:atwe’ in the Legislature. i
S The DNR works for the State ﬁf ‘Msccnsm, and sis regulatory respcnszba%ai;es have
been deveioped by the Lagzsiatizra R E T

S Q Hmu many people who actua!ly iwe a!ong me Woif or Wzsoonsm Ravars are an
mtegrai paxt of making a decision of such far reaching eco!ogma! eonsequances lhat may
affect them direcﬂy or do bureaucrais in Madlson aione dec:de? .

'*A: ‘The' D?\iR is' gwen the authomy by the Legnsiatura io rewew mmmg proposais in
the state. The most far-reaching’ role of any interested private citizen is to elect like-minded
representatives to establish and revise the laws that regulate mining, as well as participating
in the public heanng process pmscnhed by law. Parficipation’in meetings and hearings
ensures that all relevant public concems will be addressed during the decision-making-
process

- Whyhasﬂwﬁavemorefmmatedﬁae?ubﬁcintmemrfmm thas pmject?

AT The oft‘ ice of the Publsc !ntewehor was elzmmaied by me Lﬂgzsiatz:re w;th the
consent of the Governor during the 1995-1997 budget deliberations. The Legislature and the
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Resources was not involved in this decision, “these concems may be best directed to the
Governior's office or to your State Senator.or Representative... . . . .. . .

Governor have ‘decision-making power over the budget. .Since the Department of Natural

The Reguiatory Framework

Q o }-lowotd are me-:exﬁ.;t_jng'.mi_ningmgul_aﬁans? R

v A The bulk of the existing mining laws have been in effect since 1978 and the . .
major portion of the mining regulations have been in-place since 1982. There have been
specific additions and revisions of each, but the basic framework and requirements have not
significantly changed since originally ‘developed.. More recently, two mining-related laws were
passed in 1991. - The first requires a mining applicant to deposit money in the Mining Impact

" Fund at the same time that their permits are filed. This money is then distributed to affected .

‘communities i’o'{c;pye’r'-n_eg'dt_iatibn,s;wizhlt'he:'mi:nin'g company. The second law passed in 1991 o

-addresses the prior record of a mining applicant (see response #24). Arnother law, passed in_

4895, jreq:ﬁiré:-i_;af_?m_iningi-:comfpaay:.td:‘im_aimai_n..pr’dof of financial responsibility-even after the 40
~Many other environmental laws and rules aiso apply to mining projects. .
0k . You stated that the mine must comply with existing standards for protecting the
environment - At what point in time do.you define compliance?  Start-up?- End of mining? .

oA Mining involves many activities, some with -.a'.d_eﬁnit_e.;e_n_ding._'anqﬁ'é;_)'tn__ers_ that .
continue indefinitely. The required compliance would vary deﬁefs_dit;g-i_dﬁ_;ih_e-_f’eguiqi_ed-a'c:tiv_i'ty :
and the type of impact. For example, the surface water discharge permit for a mining facility,
assuming it would be granted, wouid contain the effluent limits that would have to met as iong
as the surface water discharge was occurming. The air quality standards would have to be met
during conistruction, operations and-reclamation. - When the site had met reclamation’
requirements and it was environmentally stable, the air quality permit would expire because
" there would no longer be pollutants emitted to the atmosphere.- Relating to groundwater, the

groundwater standards would be established prior to permiitting and would have to be met at

the compliance boundary forever because the TMA (Tailings' Management Area) would be a
potential source '_a'f'";:oliui'aﬂts::for..hundmds or thousands of years. ... ... ... .

Q- Please define the word ‘mitigation’ as it relates to.the project.

Al The terms "mitigate” or "mitigation” do not have specific meaning in terms of
the proposed Crandon project. They are commonly used environmental terms and generally
refer to efforts aimed at lessening or compensating for project related impacts. We may use
the phrase "wetiand mitigation” to refer to the federal process which requires permitiees to

_gﬁmp'ensa'ta"'f_ar-ioss of wetlands by recreating wetlands in another location, :as is proposed for
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